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 This thesis investigates syntactic relationships between multiple clauses 
occurring in Comparative Correlative and Quotative Inversion constructions in 
English, within the latest framework of generative grammar called the Minimalist 
Program. These two constructions have received sporadic attention since the early 
days of generative grammar, yet no conclusive analyses have been offered concerning 
their structures and derivations. The purpose of this thesis is to present hitherto 
unnoticed facts concerning the structures and derivations of the two constructions, and 
to propose better analyses. 
 In Chapter 2, I will investigate the syntax and derivation of English 
 v 
Comparative Correlatives. In the literature, the second/last clause in the Comparative 
Correlative has been assumed to be the main clause of the construction on the basis of 
several empirical facts. Following the previous analyses, I will assume that the 
second/last clause is the main clause. I will then focus on the structural relationships 
between the clauses, and propose that the first clause is base-generated in the surface 
position in some cases, and in other cases, it is base-generated in the complement 
position of the verb in the second clause and subsequently moves to the surface 
position. It will be shown that the proposed analysis can correctly account for the 
conflicting observations regarding where the first clause is base-generated. 
 In Chapter 3, I will turn to the other construction, the Quotative Inversion 
construction. I will focus on the restrictions imposed on inversion in Quotative 
Inversion constructions. It has been assumed in the literature that the Quotative 
Inversion disallows complex sentences involving the verbs taking clausal 
complements: both verbs with finite clausal complements, and verbs with non-finite 
clausal complements. I will, however, provide hitherto unnoticed facts that the subset 
of the obligatory control verbs can undergo Quotative Inversion along with their 
infinitival complements. To account for the contrast, I will argue that exhaustive 
control verbs are, but partial control predicates are not, compatible with Quotative 
Inversion, and that the availability of Quotative Inversion is regulated in terms of 
constraints on Head Movement and movement of the quotative operator. It will be 
demonstrated that the proposed analysis can correctly capture the (un)availability of 
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 This thesis investigates the syntax of Comparative Correlative and Quotative In-
version constructions in English. This chapter introduces the assumptions concerned 
with these constructions. In the next section, I summarize the discussion regarding the 
main clause in Comparative Correlatives and three approaches to the derivation of 
Comparative Correlatives in the literature. In section 1.3, I present hitherto unnoticed 
facts as a point of departure. 
 
1.2 Comparative Correlatives 
 The Comparative Correlative construction, exemplified in (1a), consists of two 
clauses each of which begins with the definite article the and a comparative phrase 
(e.g., more), and expresses the correlational meaning between the comparative phrase 
in each clause in terms of their degree. In the discussion below, the first clause begin-
ning with the and a comparative phrase (more in (1)) is referred to as C1, and the 
second one as C2, as in (1b), only for ease of explanation: 
 
 (1) a.  The more you eat, the fatter you get. (Den Dikken (2005: 497)) 





 In the literature, C2 is assumed to be the main clause of the Comparative Correl-
ative sentence, on the basis of the following three pieces of evidence (Culicover and 
Jackendoff (1999)). First, tag-questions in Comparative Correlatives can only refer to 
the subject of C2, as in (2): 
 
 (2) Tag-questions 
  a.   The more we eat, the angrier you get, don’t you? 
  b.  * The more we eat, the angrier you get, don’t we? 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 548)) 
 
Given that pronouns in tag-questions are typically assumed to refer only to subjects in 
main clauses, it is evident from the contrast in (2) that C2 is the main clause. 
 Second, when Comparative Correlatives are selected by predicates which take 
subjunctive complements, only C2 may have subjunctive morphology, as in (10): 
 
 (3) Subjunctive Morphology 
 
  ⎧  It is imperative that  ⎫   
⎨                     ⎬   ⎩  I demand that       ⎭ 
	
  a.  the more John eats, the more he pay(s). 
  b. *the more John eat, the more he pay(s). 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 548)) 
 
 The third evidence comes from Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI). In Compara-




 (4) Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI) 
  a. ? The more Bill smokes, the more does Susan hate him. 
  b. * The more does Bill smoke, the more Susan hates him. 
  c. * The more does Bill smoke, the more does Susan hate him. 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 559)) 
 
Given that SAI is one of the main clause phenomena, the contrast between (11a) and 
(11b, c) indicates that C2 is the main clause. 
 Following the literature in assuming that C2 is the main clause, I will focus on 
the structural relationship between C1 and C2 in this chapter. Three types of analyses 
have been proposed for the derivation of English Comparative Correlatives. Under the 
first type of analysis, which is proposed by Iwasaki (2008)2, C1 is base-generated in 
C2 and subsequently moves to the surface position: 
 
 (5)    Movement Analysis 
     [[C1 The more you eat]ᵢ ,[C2 the fatter you get tᵢ.] 
 
 Under the second approach, which is defended by den Dikken (2005), Iwasaki 
and Radford (2009), Iwasaki (2017), among others, C1 is base-generated in the surface 
position: 
 
 (6)    Base-generation Analysis 
     [[C1 The more you eat ], [C2 the fatter you get.] 
 




(2013). In this approach, C1 is base-generated in the surface position in some cases, 
and C1 is base-generated in C2 and then moves to the surface position in other cases: 
 
 (7)    Hybrid Analysis 
     Comparative Correlatives have both (i) derivations where C1 is base- 
     generated in the surface position, and (ii) derivations where C1 moves to  
     the surface position. 
 
1.3 Quotative Inversion 
 Quotative Inversion is the phenomenon involving (i) fronting of direct speech 
complement of verbs, namely, quotation, to the sentence-initial position, and (ii) in-
version of the verbs and subjects: 
 
 (8) “I am so happy”, thought Mary. (Branigan and Collins (1993: 5)) 
 
 It has been assumed in the literature that QI never occurs with complex sentences 
including subordinate clauses: in (9a), the predicate, swear, which takes a finite com-
plement, can appear in the normal QC, but in (9b) it cannot be inverted: 
 
 (9) a. ? “What next?” Michelle swore that Marcel asked. 
  b. * “What next?” swore Michelle that Marcel asked. 
(Collins and Branigan (1997: 12)) 
 
 QI cannot appear with raising predicates and control predicates taking infinitival 




 (10) a.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” the barn seemed to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me...,” seemed the barn to shout. (Arano (2014: 31, fn.7)) 
 (11) a.  “Where is the puppy?” Essi wanted to know. 
  b. * “Where is the puppy?” wanted Essi to know. 
     (Suñer (2000: 549)) 
 (12) a.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” John wished to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me. I'm still here!” wished John to shout. 
 (13) a.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” John tried to shout. 
  b.?* “Look at me. I'm still here!” tried John to shout. 
 (14) a.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” John began to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me. I'm still here!” began John to shout. 
 
 It is true that the evidence shown above apparently seems to indicate that com-
plex sentences are incompatible with QI, but things have become more complex when 
we consider raising predicates and control predicates which are inverted along with 
their infinitival complements. Consider the following QI: 
 
 (15)   “Leave me alone!” seemed to shout the little girl. (Wu (2008: 100)) 
 (16) a. * “Where is the puppy?” wanted to know Essi. 
  b. * “Look at me. I'm still here!” wished to shout John. 
 (17) a.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” tried to shout John. 
  b.  “Look at me. I'm still here!” began to shout John. 
 




predicates such as try and begin can be inverted along with their infinitival comple-
ments, whereas the control predicates such as want and wish cannot.3 
 
1.4 Organization of the Thesis 
 In the next chapter, I will review three major approaches to Comparative Correl-
atives in the literature: the base-generation approach, the movement approach, and the 
hybrid approach. With presenting novel observations concerning the structural posi-
tion of C1 in Comparative Correlatives, I point out that each analysis is empirically 
problematic. I then propose an alternative analysis wherein C1 is base-generated in the 
surface structure in some cases, and in other cases, it is base-generated in C2 and fi-
nally moves to the surface position. 
 Chapter 3 proposes new motivation for a traditional head movement approach to 
Quotative Inversions. I introduce a hitherto unnoticed contrast that I found with respect 
to Quotative Inversion with control predicates; Some control predicates can appear in 
Quotative Inversion constructions, but others cannot. I will assume that the contrast 
stems from the different structure that each group of control predicates has. I will then 
propose that Spec,CP is an A-position in Quotative Inversion and head movement of 
verbal elements in Quotative Inversions is restricted in terms of (Im)Proper Movement 
of operators and clause boundedness of head movement. As a consequence of this pro-
posal, other ungrammatical cases of Quotative Inversion will be explained. 







Notes to Chapter 1 
 
1. I owe this paradigm to an anonymous reviewer of Studies in English Literature. 
I would like to take this note to express my deep gratitude to the reviewer. 
 
2. Collins (1997: 40) and Suñer (2000: 549) also point out the same example as in 
(16a). 
 
3. Although I classify begin as a control verb in (14), it has been argued since Perl-
mutter (1970) that begin is ambiguous between raising and control predicates. Even if 
begin is actually a raising predicate, I suggest that the analysis for the raising verb 
seem in section 3.3 also holds for begin. 
Chapter 2 








 This chapter investigates the syntax of Comparative Correlative Constructions in 
English. In the discussion below, the first clause beginning with the and a comparative 
phrase (more in (1)) is referred to as C1, and the second one as C2, as in (1b), only for 
ease of explanation: 
 
 (1) a.   The more you eat, the fatter you get. (Den Dikken (2005: 497)) 
  b.  [C1 The more you eat], [C2 the fatter you get]  
 
 As we have seen in chapter 1, C2 is assumed to be the main clause of the 
Comparative Correlative sentence, on the basis of the following three pieces of 
evidence (Culicover and Jackendoff (1999)). First, tag-questions in Comparative 
Correlatives can only refer to the subject of C2, as in (2): 
 
 (2) Tag-questions 
  a.   The more we eat, the angrier you get, don’t you? 
  b.  * The more we eat, the angrier you get, don’t we? 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 548)) 
 
Given that pronouns in tag-questions are typically assumed to refer only to subjects in 
Chapter 2 
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main clauses, it is evident from the contrast in (2) that C2 is the main clause. 
 Second, when Comparative Correlatives are selected by predicates which take 
subjunctive complements, only C2 may have subjunctive morphology, as in (3): 
 
 (3) Subjunctive Morphology 
 
  ⎧  It is imperative that  ⎫   
⎨                     ⎬   ⎩  I demand that       ⎭ 
	
  a.  the more John eats, the more he pay(s). 
  b. *the more John eat, the more he pay(s). 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 548)) 
 
 The third evidence comes from Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI). In 
Comparative Correlatives, only C2 permits SAI: 
 
 (4) Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI) 
  a. ? The more Bill smokes, the more does Susan hate him. 
  b. * The more does Bill smoke, the more Susan hates him. 
  c. * The more does Bill smoke, the more does Susan hate him. 
(Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 559)) 
 
Given that SAI is one of the main clause phenomena, the contrast between (4a) and 
(4b, c) indicates that C2 is the main clause. 
 Following the literature in assuming that C2 is the main clause, I will focus on 
the structural relationship between C1 and C2 in this chapter. Three types of analyses 
Chapter 2 
A Hybrid Analysis of English Comparative Correlatives 
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have been proposed for the derivation of English Comparative Correlatives. Under the 
first type of analysis, which is proposed by Iwasaki (2008)1, C1 is base-generated in 
C2 and subsequently moves to the surface position: 
 
 (5)    Movement Analysis 
     [[C1 The more you eat]ᵢ ,[C2 the fatter you get tᵢ.] 
 
 The second approach, which is defended by den Dikken (2005), Iwasaki and 
Radford (2009), Iwasaki (2017), among others, assumes that C1 is base-generated in 
the surface position: 
 
 (6)    Base-generation Analysis 
     [[C1 The more you eat ], [C2 the fatter you get.] 
 
 The third approach is what I will refer to as the hybrid analysis proposed by 
Taylor (2013): 
 
 (7)    Hybrid Analysis 
     Comparative Correlatives have both (i) derivations where C1 is base- 
     generated in the surface position, and (ii) derivations where C1 moves to  
     the surface position. 
 
 In this chapter, I propose a version of hybrid analysis, providing additional evidence 
for both base-generation and movement derivations. This chapter is organized as 
follows. Section 2.2 reviews previous analyses along each line of approach, and points 
Chapter 2 
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out their problems. Section 2.3 presents a new hybrid analysis. In section 2.4 and 2.5, 
I will argue that the proposed hybrid analysis is empirically superior to Taylor's one 
by pointing out some properties that have been unnoticed in the previous analyses. 
Section 2.6 concludes this chapter. 
 
2.2 Previous Analyses 
 This section reviews recent analyses along the two lines of approaches for 
Comparative Correlatives: (i) the base-generation approach, and (ii) the hybrid 
approach.2  I will review the base-generation approach in the next subsection, and the 
hybrid approach in section 2.2.2. 
 
2.2.1 Iwasaki’s (2017) Base-Generation Approach 
 This section reviews Iwasaki (2017), which is the latest work in base-generation 
approach to Comparative Correlatives in English.3 He adopts Rizzi’s (1997) 
cartographic approach to the clausal left periphery. The cartographic approach splits 
the traditional CP into several layered projections: 
 
 (8)    [ForceP . . . [TopP . . . [FocP . . . [TopP . . . [FinP . . . ]]]] (Rizzi (1997: 297)) 
 
In (8), each layer is headed by the Force head, the Top(ic) head, the Fo(us) head, and 
the Fin(iteness) head. The Force head is assumed to express the illocutionary force, or 
the clause type, of the sentence. The Fin head expresses a property concerning tense 
and mood of the sentence. The Top and Foc heads create discourse related 
configurations: the Topic-Comment structure and the Focus-Presupposition structure. 
The Top head takes a Topic of the sentence in its Spec, and a Comment as its 
Chapter 2 
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complement. The comment is a complex predicate predicated of the Topic. Similarly, 
the Foc head takes a Focus of the sentence in its Spec, and a Presupposition as its 
complement. The Presupposition expresses given information. 
 With this background, this section focuses on three points of his analysis: (i) 
movement of comparative phrases to Spec,FocP in each clause, (ii) the status of C1 as 
DP with a relative clause, and (iii) base-generation of C1 in Spec,TopP of C2. 
 
2.2.1.1 Comparative Phrases Move to Spec,FocP 
 Iwasaki (2017) follows Iwasaki and Radford (2009) in that comparative phrases 
in both C1 and C2 undergo focus fronting. He follows Hatakeyama (2004) in assuming 
that focalized elements function as an operator and show the Weak Crossover effects, 
as illustrated in the following examples: 
 
 (9) a. * ROBINi hisi mother really appreciates. 
  b. * To ROBINi hisi mother gave lots of presents. 
 (10) a.  Robini, hisi mother really appreciates. 
  b.  To Robini, hisi mother gave lots of presents. 
     ((9)-(10), Culicover (1991: 34)) 
 
In (9), focus topicalization of ROBIN and to ROBIN induces Weak Crossover effects, 
whereas in (10), topicalization of Robin and to Robin does not. Similarly, in the 
Comparative Correlative examples below, the + comparative phrases in C1 and C2 
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 (11) a.  * The more money the University has, [THE MORE RESEARCH  
     PROJECTS]i itsi members can concentrate on ti. 
  b.   The more money [the University]j has, [THE MORE RESEARCH 
     PROJECTS]i itsj members can concentrate on ti. [i ≠ j] 
  c. ?? The more booksi theiri covers misrepresent ti, the worse it is. 
  d. ?? The more you complain, the more booksi theiri covers will misrepresent. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 80)) 
 
In (11a), movement of THE MORE RESEARCH PROJECTS across the co-indexed its leads 
to Weak Crossover effects, while in (11b), movement of THE MORE RESEARCH PROJECTS 
across the non-co-indexed its does not induce the same effects. It is also the case that 
both of the examples in (11c, d) illustrate that movement of the + a comparative phrase 
across the co-indexed elements leads to degradation. Given this observation, Iwasaki 
(2017) concludes that fronting of the comparative phrases in Comparative Correlatives 
involves focalization. 
 Another piece of evidence Iwasaki offers comes from Subject-Auxiliary 
Inversion (SAI). Focus fronting of negative expressions triggers SAI, as in (12a). 
Likewise, SAI occurs in Comparative Correlatives, as in (12b): 
 
 (12) a.   Under no circumstances would I cheat in exams. 
      (adapted from Iwasaki (2017: 9)) 
  b.  The more you praise him, the more willing will he be to cooperate with 
     you. (Iwasaki (2017: 48), citing Fillmore (1989: 24)) 
 
This suggests that comparative phrases are focalized in Comparative Correlatives. 
Chapter 2 
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2.2.1.2 C1 is DP with Relative Clauses 
 Now let us see the second ingredient of Iwasaki’s proposal; C1 is DP with a 
relative clause. Adopting Kayne’s (1994) raising analysis of relative clauses, as in 
(13a), he proposes the structure for C1, as in (13b): 
 
 (13) a.   [DP [D the] [CP friendsi [C that/Ø ] [TP you have ti]]] 
  b.  [DP [D the] [FocP [more friends]i [Foc Ø] [FinP [Fin that/Ø ] [TP you have ti]]]] 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 59)) 
 
In (13b), the occurs as D head of the whole C1, and the comparative phrase more 
friends is solely fronted to Spec,FocP. 
 He argues that this structure has the following advantages. First, in the structure 
(13b), the determiner the and the comparative phrase more friends do not form a single 
constituent. This structure is supported by the following pattern of coordination: 
 
 (14) a.   [The more and more snow] we have, the more time would be needed to  
     walk to the station. 
  b. * [The more and the more snow] we have, the more time would be needed  
     to walk to the station. 
  c. ?? [The more rain and more snow] we have, the more time would be needed  
     to walk to the station. 
  d.  [[The more rain] and [the more snow]] we have, the more time would be  
     needed to walk to the station. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 59)) 
 
Chapter 2 
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In (14a), more and more are coordinated. (14b), in which the more and the more seem 
to be conjoined, is ungrammatical. In (14c), more rain and more snow are coordinated, 
and the sentence is slightly degraded. In the grammatical example in (14d), two 
phrases each consisting of the, comparative, and noun are conjoined. 
 If the + more formed a constituent in (14b), the sentence would have a structure 
as in (15): 
 
 (15)  [[&P [the more] [&ʹ and [the more]]] [NP snow]] 
 
In (15), the more and the more are coordinated and the resulting the more and the more 
modifies the NP snow. If coordination like (15) were possible in Comparative 
Correlatives, (14b) would be grammatical, contrary to the fact. Hence the and a 
comparative phrase seem not to constitute an immediate constituent. 
 However, (14c) and (14d) are apparently problematic for Iwasaki’s structure. As 
the in (14c) seems to be excluded from conjuncts, it is expected that (14c) is 
compatible with Iwasaki’s structure. However, the sentence is worse than (14a). In 
contrast, (14d) would be inconsistent with the structure in (13b) because the and a 
comparative phrase as a constituent seem to be moved from its base-generated position, 
as with (14b). The example in (14d) is, however, grammatical. 
 Iwasaki argues that the contrast between these examples can be explained by 
assuming that (14c) and (14d) are derived by Right Node Raising (RNR) (Taylor 
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 (16) a.   The more apples and the less candy Bill eats, the healthier he is. 
  b.  The more apples [Bill eats] and the less candy [Bill eats], the healthier  
     he is. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 60)) 
 
(16a) is derived from (16b) by deleting Bill eats in the first conjunct. Given that (14c) 
and (14d) are derived by RNR in the same manner, it is possible that comparative 
phrases are base-generated in a lower position and the is in a higher position. In (14c), 
two conjuncts are [the more rain we have] and [more rain we have]. Iwasaki attributes 
the degradedness of (14c) to the lack of the in the second conjunct. Due to the lack of 
the, the second conjunct cannot form “the + comparative phrase”.  
 Second, Iwasaki argues that the structure in (13b) can account for the ban on 
preposition pied-piping in C1, as in (17a):4 
 
 (17) a.  * To the more people that you give offence, the harder a time you’ll have. 
  b.  The more people to whom you give offence, the harder a time you’ll have. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 60-61)) 
 
Iwasaki attributes the ungrammaticality of (17a) to the analysis in (13b): an element 
cannot move out of a restricted relative clause to a position preceding the head noun 
of the restricted relative clause in general. 
 Third, Iwasaki’s structure can avoid the problem of the Doubly Filled Comp 
Filter (DFCF, Chomsky and Lasnik (1977)), which requires that the C head be empty 
when Spec,CP is overtly filled. With a simple CP structure, C1 would have the 
structure in (18): 
Chapter 2 
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 (18)    [CP [The more books]i [C that] you read ti] (Iwasaki (2017: 61)) 
 
(18) violates DFCF since Spec,CP and the C head are both overtly filled. In contrast, 
Iwasaki’s analysis gives C1 the structure in (19): 
 
 (19)    [DP [D The] [FocP more friendsi [Foc Ø] [FinP [Fin that] [TP you have ti]]]] 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 61)) 
 
Since the head and its Spec are not filled simultaneously, (19) does not violate DFCF. 
 Fourth, Iwasaki’s analysis can prevent SAI from applying in C1. C1 resists SAI, 
as shown in (20), and so does relative clauses, as in (21): 
 
 (20) a.   The more (*do) you study, the more you understand. 
  b.  The more you study, the more (% do) you understand. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 56)) 
 (21)   * The car which only rarely did I drive is in excellent condition. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 62)) 
 
The similarity between C1 and the relative clause with respect to SAI can be 
straightforwardly captured by Iwasaki’s proposal that C1 is DP with a relative clause. 
 
2.2.1.3 C1 is base-generated in Spec,TopP 
 Now let us turn to the third point of Iwasaki’s (2017) analysis: the base-generated 
position of C1. Iwasaki argues that C1 is base-generated in Spec,TopP, following 
Iwasaki and Radford (2009): 
Chapter 2 
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 (22)          ForceP 
       4 
    Force         TopP 
              4 
            DPⱼ          Topʹ 
         #   3 
         the more ...  Top      FocP 
                         4 
                        DPᵢ         Focʹ 
                    #   3 
                    the fatter    Foc      FinP 
                        :           3 
                        1         Fin        TP 
                        1                3 
                        1             SUBJ        Tʹ 
                        1                     3 
                        1                    T         RP 
                        1                   will    3 
                        1                         be         tᵢ 
                        z--------------------m 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 86)) 
 
 
In (22), C1, The more you eat, is base-generated in Spec,TopP. The comparative phrase 
the fatter in C2 moves to Spec,FocP of C2. 
 To support this view, he assimilates C1 and if-clauses in conditional clauses. He 
assumes with Beck (1997) that Comparative Correlative is a kind of the conditional 
construction and offers three pieces of evidence. First, English Comparative 
Correlatives allow the subjunctive mood, as if-clauses do: 
 (23) a.   If I were more handsome, I could attract more ladies. 
  b.  If he had found the cancer earlier, he could (likely) have remedied it. 
 (24) a.   The more handsome I were, the more ladies I could attract. 
  b.  The earlier he had found the cancer, the more likely he could have  
     remedied it. 
      ((23)-(24), Iwasaki (2017: 44)) 
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In (23), if-clauses allow the subjunctive mood and morphology, and in (24), the C1 
also allows the subjunctive mood and morphology. 
 The second evidence comes from NPI licensing. As shown in (25), if-conditional 
clauses license NPIs: 
 
 (25) a.   If you put so much as a pinch of salt in this soup, I will throw it out. 
  b.  If he has ever told a lie, he must go to confession. 
  c.   If you had left any later, you would have missed the plane. 
  d.  If John has stolen the least amount of money, Mary has probably 
     noticed it. 
      (Heim (1984: 99)) 
 
In (25), NPIs (so much as, ever, any, and the least amount of, respectively) are licensed 
within if-clauses. As with if-conditionals, Comparative Correlatives license NPIs: 
 
 (26) a.   The earlier one finds any kind of cancer, the more likely one can remedy  
     it. 
  b.  The more you have ever read, the more you can understand the meaning  
     of life. 
      (Iwasaki (2017: 44)) 
 
In (26), NPIs such as any and ever are licensed in the C1, which also suggests that C1 
is similar to conditional clauses. 
 The third evidence for the similarity between C1 and if-clauses is the 
unavailability of the future tense will. Iwasaki assumes that conditional clauses do not 
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allow future tense will, following Fillmore (1986: 177) and Huddleston and Pullum 
(2002: 744): 
 
 (27) a.  * If it’ll rain, I’ll bring my umbrella. 
  b. * If you’ll win, you’ll get a nice prize. 
      (Fillmore (1986: 177)) 
 
 Iwasaki cites the observation of Abeillé and Borsley (2008: 1146) which shows 
that C1 in Comparative Correlatives excludes the future tense will: 
 
 (28)    The more I (*will) read, the more I will understand. 
      (Abeillé and Borsley (2008: 1146)) 
 
In (28), will cannot occur in C1. Iwasaki argues that the unavailability of will in C1 in 
(28) “supports the position that the first clause is a conditional clause” (Iwasaki (2017: 
45)). 
 Thus, C1 shares a number of properties with conditional clauses. Given this 
similarity, Iwasaki assumes that C1 also shares the same informational role as 
conditional clauses, which are informationally old/given, and that C1 and C2 comprise 
topic and comment; the (English) Comparative Correlative construction as a whole can 
be analyzed as a Topic-Comment structure.5 
 One possible derivation to form this Topic-Comment structure might be that C1 
is base-generated in VP in C2 as an adjunct, and moves to Spec,TopP. Iwasaki admits 
that this derivation is in fact proposed in Iwasaki (2008), but he rejects this possibility 
because “it is not particularly convincing that such a large constituent undergoes step-
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by-step Ā-movement in a literal sense.” (Iwasaki (2017: 79)). 
 Iwasaki (2017: 79-80) also suggests two possibilities regarding the derivation. 
The first possibility is that the base-generated C1 is co-indexed with a null operator 
which undergoes Ā-movement in C2. He adopts the structure in (29a), which is 
proposed by Alrenga (2005) for sentential subject constructions, and the structure in 
(29b), which is proposed by Chomsky (1977) for topicalization: 
 
 (29) a.   [CP That the Giants would lose]ᵢ [CP [DP e]ᵢ C⁰ [IP [DP t]ᵢ was expected  
     [DP t]ᵢ ]] (Alrenga 2005: 182) 
  b.  [CP That the Giants would lose]ᵢ [CP [DP Op]ᵢ C⁰ [IP John never expected  
     [DP t]ᵢ ]] (Alrenga 2005: 182) 
 
 
(29a) is Alrenga’s structure for sentential subject constructions. In this structure, the 
empty DP [DP e] is base-generated in the complement of the verb expected and moves 
to Spec,CP via Spec,TP. Alrenga identifies the null DP e in (29a) as the null operator 
implicated in Chomsky’s analysis of topicalization in (29b). 
 Applying these structures to Comparative Correlative, Iwasaki suggests one 
possible structure for Comparative Correlatives in (30). 
 
 (30)    [TopP [DP the more you read]ᵢ Top⁰ [XP Opᵢ [TP you will [VP understand the 
     more tᵢ]]]] (Iwasaki (2017: 79)) 
 
 He tentatively assumes that the null operator Opᵢ is base-generated in VP in C2. 
This operator moves to the edge of XP, and get co-indexed with C1 base-generated in 
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Spec,TopP. Iwasaki, however, raises questions as to “why the operator in [(30)] does 
not have a phonologically overt counterpart, and where the null operator base-
generates and why, and suggests another possibility”. 
 The second suggestion is that the in C2 lexicalizes the operator, and pied-pipes 
the comparative phrase to the clause-initial position when C1 is base-generated in 
Spec,TopP. The operator the is finally co-indexed with C1: 
 
 
(31)                  TopP 
           q  
          DPᵢ                Topʹ 
   %     4 
   the more you read    Top⁰          XP 
                              5 
                         [the more]ᵢ          TP 
                                 $ 
                                 you will understand [the more]ᵢ 
 
 
      (adapted from Iwasaki (2017: 79)) 
 
 
In (31), the solid line indicates the movement of the more, and the dotted line expresses 
the co-indexed relation between the more and C1 the more you read. 
 In the next section, I will point out problems with his proposal. Specifically, his 
proposal that C1 is base-generated in Spec,TopP is insufficient to account for some 
properties of Comparative Correlatives. 
 
2.2.1.4 Problems with Iwasaki’s Analysis 
 In this section, I will point out that all of the structures and derivations Iwasaki 
proposes and suggests in (22), (29b) and (31) are untenable. I begin by (22), repeated 
here as (32): 
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 (32)     ForceP [= (22)] 
       4 
    Force         TopP 
              4 
            DPⱼ          Topʹ 
         #   3 
         the more ...  Top      FocP 
                         4 
                        DPᵢ         Focʹ 
                    #   3 
                    the fatter    Foc      FinP 
                        :           3 
                        1         Fin        TP 
                        1                3 
                        1             SUBJ        Tʹ 
                        1                     3 
                        1                    T         RP 
                        1                   will    3 
                        1                         be         tᵢ 
                        z--------------------m 
 
 
According to the structure in (32), C1 is base-generated in Spec,TopP, that is, C1 does 
not occur inside C2. This structure is faced with at least three problems, two of which 
have been hitherto unreported. 
 One problem comes from variable binding. Iwasaki’s analysis predicts that the 
elements in C2 cannot bind the elements in C1, since the elements in C2 cannot c-
command any element in C1 throughout the derivation. However, this prediction is not 
borne out. Culicover and Jackendoff (1999) observe the following contrast with 
respect to variable binding: 
 
 (33)a.   The more lobbyists hei talks to, the more corrupt every senatori seems to  
     become. 
  b. * The more time that every senatori spends with lobbyists, the more likely 
     hei is to succumb to corruption. 
      (Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 563)) 
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(33a) illustrates that the variable he in C1 can be bound by every senator in C2. In 
contrast, (33b) shows that the variable he in C2 cannot be bound by every senator in 
C1. 
 Furthermore, there are two pieces of evidence against the structure in (32) with 
respect to the base-generated position of C1. The first evidence comes from VP 
substitution. Haegeman (2003, 2012) divides adverbial clauses into two groups: 
peripheral adverbial clauses and central adverbial clauses. Haegeman (2012) proposes 
that “peripheral adverbial clauses are external to TP and are merged in parallel with 
the CP” (Haegeman (2012: 170)), and hence not affected by VP substitution and VP 
ellipsis. VP substitution is exemplified in (34) with the peripheral adverbial clause 
while his thesis will not be discussed:  
 
 (34) While his thesis will not be discussed, John will be invited for the interview  
  and so will Bill. 
  (i)  ‘Bill will also be invited for the interview.’ [strict identity] 
  (ii) * ‘Billi will also be invited for the interview while hisi thesis is not  
     being discussed.’ [sloppy identity] 
      (Adapted from Haegeman (2012: 171)) 
 
In (34i), VP substitution with the peripheral adverbial clause has a strict identity 
reading in which his in the adverbial clause refer to John in the antecedent clause. In 
contrast, (34ii) shows that VP substitution with the peripheral adverbial clause 
excludes a sloppy identity reading where his in the adverbial clause refers to Bill. 
Given that peripheral adverbial clauses are merged with CP, the peripheral adverbial 
clause in (34) is external to the domain subsumed by VP substitution, so that VP 
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substitution with the peripheral adverbial clause can only have a strict identity reading. 
 As for the central adverbial clauses, Haegeman (2003) proposes that they are 
merged with the matrix clause at an earlier point of the derivation than the peripheral 
adverbial clauses, before TP is completed, so that they are affected by VP substitution, 
as illustrated in (35): 
 
 
 (35) If his paper is accepted, John will go to the conference and so will Mary. 
 
  (i)  Mary will go to the conference if John’s paper is accepted. 
      [strict identity] 
 
  (ii) Mary will go to the conference if her paper is accepted. [sloppy identity] 
 
      (Adapted from Haegeman (2003: 325)) 
 
 
In (35), VP substitution with the central adverbial clause permits both the strict identity 
reading in (35i) and the sloppy identity reading in (35ii). Given that central adverbial 
clauses are merged within TP, the central adverbial clause if his paper is accepted are 
subsumed by the domain for VP substitution, so that the central adverbial clause can 
be construed with both the strict identity reading and the sloppy identity reading for 
his. 
 Assume with Haegeman (2003, 2012) that TP external, peripheral adverbial 
clauses cannot have a sloppy identity reading in VP substitution. Then, Iwasaki’s 
proposal predicts that C1 cannot have a sloppy identity reading in VP substitution. 
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 (36) The more papers of his are accepted, the more conferences John will go to, 
  and so will Mary. 
  (i)  The more papers of John’s are accepted, the more conferences Mary will 
    go to. [strict identity] 
  (ii) The more papers of hers are accepted, the more conferences Mary will 
    go to. [sloppy identity] 
 
In (36), VP substitution with Comparative Correlatives can have both the strict identity 
reading (36i) and the sloppy identity reading (36ii). Thus, Iwasaki’s analysis wrongly 
excludes a sloppy identity reading. 
 The second evidence comes from an example where C1 occurs as an element of 
C2: 
 
 (37)   I am going to swat this fly with War and Peace. 
     (Riemsdijk (2017: 1667)) 
 (38)   With the heavier books you have finished reading, the more strongly I  
    am going to swat this fly. 
 
In (37), with War and Peace occurs as an Instrument in the verbal phrase swat this fly. 
In the same manner, with the heavier books you have finished reading in (38) is 
interpreted as an Instrument in the verbal phrase swat this fly in C2 the more strongly 
I am going to swat this fly. This suggests that C1 with the heavier books you have 
finished reading in (38) is base-generated as an Instrument in the verbal phrase in C2. 
 Not only Instrument arguments, but also Theme arguments can appear as C1: 
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 (39)a.   The more books John writes, the more people will read. 
  b.  The more books John writes, the more people will buy. 
 
In (39), each C1 is a Theme argument of the verb in C2, which also suggests that C1 
is base-generated in C2. 
 So far, we have seen that the facts concerning variable binding, VP substitution, 
and C1 as an argument in C2, are problematic for Iwasaki’s (2017) structure in (32). 
 Now I turn to the structure in (29b), repeated here in (40). 
 
 (40)    [TopP [DP the more you read]ᵢ Top⁰ [XP Opᵢ [TP you will [VP understand the 
     more tᵢ]]]] [= (29b)] 
 
In (40), the operator Opᵢ crosses subject position of C2. 
 Assume that all Ā-dependencies are sensitive to Strong Crossover (Condition C) 
(cf. Rizzi (1997: 292)). Then, it is predicted that the Comparative Correlatives would 
yield the Strong Crossover effect when the operator crosses the co-referential pronoun. 
However, this prediction is not supported: 
 
 (41)    [The more books John reviewed]ᵢ , the more attention theyᵢ gathered. 
 
In (41), the subject they in C2 refers to C1 the more books John reviewed. (41) has the 
following structure, given the structure in (40): 
 
 (42)    [The more books John reviewed]ᵢ , [Opᵢ [the more attention theyᵢ gathered 
     Opᵢ.]] 
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In (42), the null operator crosses its co-referential pronoun they. Thus, the structure in 
(40) incorrectly rules out (41). 
 Finally, we consider the structure in (31), repeated in (43): 
 
 
(43)     TopP [= (31)] 
           q  
          DPᵢ                Topʹ 
   %     4 
   the more you read    Top⁰          XP 
                              5 
                         [the more]ᵢ          TP 
                                 $ 
                                 you will understand [the more]ᵢ 
 
 
In this structure, the operator the is base-generated in the position where the more 
occurs. Suppose that the co-indexing between C1 and the operator the in C2 forms an 
Ā-chain for the interpretation in which C1 is reconstructed into C2. The operator the 
cannot reconstruct into the positions other than its landing sites. Although the structure 
in (43) might fit the examples like The more you read, the more you understand, it 
would not be appropriate for the cases where C1 is an argument of the verb in C2: 
 
 (44)a.   The more books John writes, the more people will read. [= (39)] 
  b.  The more books John writes, the more people will buy. 
 
In (44), each C1 is a Theme argument of the verb embedded in C2. Given the structure 
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(45)                  TopP 
           q  
          DPᵢ                Topʹ 
   %     4 
   the more books       Top⁰          XP 
          John writes            4 
                        [the more ...]ᵢ        . . . 
                                        3 
                                      will        vP 
                                             3 
                                      [the more ...]ᵢ    vʹ 
                                                  3 
                                                 v      read/buy 
 
 
In (45), neither the C1 the more books John writes, nor the operator the, is base-
generated as an argument of the verb read or buy in C2, which means that neither C1 
nor the can be assigned a Theme-role and an accusative Case. Hence it is incorrectly 
predicted that C1 cannot be understood as a Theme argument of the verb in C2. 
 
2.2.2 Taylor’s (2013) Hybrid Analysis 
 Taylor (2006, 2009, 2013) proposes a hybrid analysis. This section reviews her 
analysis and shows its problems. 
 
2.2.2.1 Complementizer The 
 Taylor argues that the in Comparative Correlatives is not a determiner but a 
complementizer. The motivation of her analysis comes from the distributional 
similarity to the phenomena dubbed as Nominal Extraposition (NE) by Michaelis and 
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 (46) a.  It’s amazing the people you see here these days 
  b.  It’s perfect the way the sun sets in the winter. 
  c.  It was sickening the amount of waste there was. 
     (Taylor (2013: 128)) 
 
 These sentences superficially consist of two parts: a saturated expression like it 
is amazing, it is perfect, or it was sickening; and a relative clause. This is evidenced 
by the data in (47): 
 
 (47) a.  [The people you see here these days] are weird. 
  b.  [The way the sun sets in the winter] is beautiful. 
  c.  Please give me a report of [the amount of waste there was]. 
     (Taylor (2013: 128)) 
 
 However, Taylor makes the conjecture that apparent relative clauses in NE are 
not nominals but clauses introduced by the complementizer the. She observes that if 
the predicates in (46) were in deed followed by relative clauses, the example in (46) 
would be degraded, since the predicates therein normally subcategorize for a CP: 
 
 (48) a.   It’s amazing [CP that [we survived]]. 
  b.  It’s perfect [CP that [the weather cooperated]] 
  c.   It was sickening [CP that [the waste was so excessive]] 
      (Taylor (2006: 24)) 
 
(48) shows that amazing, perfect, and sickening take a CP complement. 
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 Furthermore, she shows that these predicates cannot be followed by nominal 
expressions other than relative clauses: 
 
 (49) a.  * It’s amazing the people/that person/those people/a person/some people 
  b. * It’s perfect the way/that way/those ways/a way/some ways 
  c.  * It was sickening the amount/that amount/those amounts/an amount/some 
     amount 
      (Taylor (2013: 128)) 
 
 She introduces Michaelis and Lambrecht’s synonymous examples as further 
evidence, which suggest the clausal nature of apparent relative clauses in Nominal 
Extraposition:  
 
 (50)   It was sickening [how much waste there was] 
 (51) a.  It’s amazing [what things children say] 
  b.  It’s amazing [the things children say] 
     (Taylor (2013: 129)) 
In (50), sickening can take a CP expressing exclamative-like meaning, and (51a) is 
another example. As (51b) shows, the same predicate can take NE. 
 She points out that comparative correlatives cross-linguistically have the strings 
similar to the CP in (48a) and (48c). Many languages utilize a morpheme meaning 
“how much/how more” or “what” to introduce C1 in Comparative Correlatives. In the 
following examples, a morpheme meaning “how much/how more” or “what” is 
expressed in bold. She argues that the words that introduce Comparative Correlatives 
in these languages coincide with English NE. 
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 (52)    Dutch 
     Hoe meer  je   leest,  hoe  meer je   begrijpt 
     How more you read  how more you understand 
     “The more you read, the more you understand”  
 (53)    Spanish 
     Cuantos   más  problemas resolvió Joan, major puntuación recibió 
     How-much more problems  solved  Joan better score    she-received 
     “The more problems Joan solved, the better score she received” 
 (54)    Brazilian Portuguese 
     Quanto    mais  problemas a  Joana resolve, melhores notas ela  
     How-much more  problems  the Joana solves   better    scores she 
     recebe 
     receives 
     “The more problems Joan solved the better score she received”  
 
 (55)    Latin 
     Quanto          in  pectore  hanc rem    meo magis voluto, 
     How-much-ABL  in  heart   this  matter my   more  ponder 
     tanto           mi  aegritudo  auctior  est  in  animo 
     that-much-ABL me  grief      greater  is   in  spirit  
     “The more I turn this matter over in my mind, the greater grief is in my  




A Hybrid Analysis of English Comparative Correlatives 
 33 
 (56)    Russian 
     Chem      bol’she vina,       tem       veseleye 
     What-INST more   wine-GEN  that-INST merrier 
     “The more wine, the merrier”  
 (57)    Turkish 
     Ne    kadar rahatla-r-      sa-      k,   o kadar vakit  kaybed- 
     What much  relax   aorist  COND. 1P  it much time  lose-
 
     er-    iz 
     aorist  1P 
     “The more we relax, the more we waste time” 
((52)-(57), Taylor (2013: 129-130)) 
 
2.2.2.2 Overall Structure 
 So far, I have introduced Taylor’s argument for the complementizer the. 
Following Rizzi (1997), Taylor adopts a cartographic approach to left periphery. She 
then proposes two distinct base-generated positions of the first clause. When some 
element is extracted from the first clause, the first clause is base-generated in the left 
periphery of the sentence. Otherwise, the first clause is base-generated in the position 
adjoined to VP in the second clause. 
 Her argumentation is grounded on the consideration of the Condition on 
Extraction Domain (CED) and the Sideward Movement. She assumes that the first 
clause is an adjunct clause, and hence extraction out of the first clause would violate 
the Condition on Extraction Domain (CED) proposed by Huang (1982). The CED 
disallows extraction out of adjunct clauses, as illustrated in (58): 
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 (58)   * Whoᵢ will Michelle go home because Rick saw tᵢ ? 
      (Taylor (2013: 150)) 
 
However, there exists empirical data showing that the CED is too strong. Parasitic 
gaps are one of such data: 
 
 (59)    [Which book]ᵢ did you review tᵢ without reading pgᵢ ? 
      (Taylor (2013: 150)) 
 
In (59), extraction of which book is possible from the adjunct without reading. 
 In the recent discussion of parasitic gaps, Nunes (1995, 2004) proposes that 
adjuncts are islands for movement only after they are adjoined. To explain availability 
of extraction out of adjuncts before they are adjoined, he proposes a theory of sideward 
movement. Sideward movement is an operation of movement between trees, and 
enables extraction out of islands under the following four limitations: 
 
 (60) a.  A derivation may access only one subnumeration (Chomsky 2001) at  
    any given point in the derivation. Only when the items of a sub- 
    numeration are exhausted can items from another subnumeration enter  
    into the derivational workspace. 
  b.  Only one tree may be extended during any given point in a derivation. If  
    tree X exists in a derivation, and tree Y is created, tree Y must be built  
    in its entirety before any other tree can be extended, and tree X may only  
    be extended again if tree Y is adjoined to it. 
  c.  Like traditional intra-arboreal movement, sideward movement may only  
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    target items positioned on the edge of a tree. 
  d.  A sidewardly-moved constituent must always be copied and  
    immediately merged with another constituent. Copied constituents may  
    not exist in the derivational workspace unused. 
     (Taylor (2013: 151)) 
 
 Taylor adopts sideward movement to explain the possibility of extraction out of 
C1, which she assumes to be an adjunct clause. 
 She proposes the following structure for Comparative Correlatives where 
extraction occurs out of C1. 
 
 
 (61)           F2P 
       4 
   ForcePSUB        F2´ 
  #   4 
             F2       ForcePMAIN 
                     4  
                             Force´MAIN 
                            4 
                         Force          FP 
                          the       4 
                                DegP           F´ 
                              #   3 
                                          F         TP 
                                                3 
                                             Subject      T´ 
                                                     3 
                                                    T         VP 
                                                          # 
 
      (adapted from Taylor (2013: 147)) 
 
 
In this structure, the first clause is base-generated in the left periphery of the sentence. 
 With the structure in (61) and sideward movement, Taylor assumes the 
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subnumeration used in the derivation of (62) as in (63), and demonstrates that the 
derivation goes as follows. 
 
 (62)   This book, the sooner Bill reads, the more likely he is to give up  
    linguistics. (Taylor (2013: 152)) 
 (63) a.  subn α = {the, F, soon, -er, Bill, reads, this book } [subordinate ForceP] 
  b.  subn β = {the, F, he, is more, likely, to give up, ling., forever} 
     [matrix ForceP] 
  c.  subn γ = {F2, Top, Force} [highest CP] 
     (Taylor (2013: 152, (84))) 
 
 First, the subnumeration of subordinate ForceP in (63a) is accessed, and 
subordinate clause is built. In the subordinate clause, the topicalized element this book 




 (64)            ForcePSUB 
        5 
       DP          ForceʹSUB 
   #     4 
    this book    ForceSUB      FP 
                 the    5 
                     DegP             Fʹ 
                  #   5 
                    sooner     F              TP 
                               Ø  $ 
                                  Bill reads [this book] [sooner] 
 
      (adapted from Taylor (2013: 153)) 
 
 
In (64), the DP this book moves to the edge of the subordinate clause ForcePSUB, for 
Chapter 2 
A Hybrid Analysis of English Comparative Correlatives 
 37 
the +Top feature on it to be checked later in the derivation. 
 Next, the matrix clause, the more likely he is to give up linguistics, is constructed 
by accessing the subnumeration β: 
 
 
 (65)          ForcePMAIN 
        5 
     Force             FP 
      the       3 
             DegP                Fʹ 
          #    3 
          more likely   F                   TP 
                       Ø   % 
                            he is [more likely] to give up  
                                            linguistics forever 
 
      (adapted from Taylor (2013: 153)) 
 
 
 As the third step, the subnumeration γ is accessed, and the functional head F2 
and the ForcePMAIN merge: 
 
 
 (66)           F2ʹ 
      4 
     F2         ForcePMAIN 
             4 
          Force          FP 
           the    3 
               DegP                Fʹ 
            #    3 
            more likely   F                   TP 
                         Ø   % 
                              he is [more likely] to give up 
                                             linguistics forever 
 
 
 At this point of the derivation, ForcePSUB has not merged with the matrix clause 
yet, and therefore ForcePSUB is not an island. The DP this book in ForcePSUB can 
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undergo sideward movement from Spec,ForcePSUB to Spec,F2P. After the sideward 
movement of this book, ForcePSUB adjoines to the F2P: 
 
 
(67)                F2P 
                   o 
          (ii)               F2ʹ 
                     4 
                    DP          F2ʹ 
                 this book    3 
  ForcePSUB                  F2      ForcePMAIN 
  4                    4 
 DP        ForceʹSUB            Force          FP 
 this book   $            the     5 
     the sooner ...                  DegP             Fʹ 
                                #   % 
                                more likely   he is [more likely] to  
   (i) Sideward Movement                      give up linguistics forever 
 
(Adapted from Taylor (2013: 154)) 
 
 
In (67), after the sideward movement of the book, ForcePSUB adjoins to F2P. 
 With the structure in (67), the rest of the items in the subnumeration are merged 
until all items are exhausted. The Topic head merges, and the DP this book 
subsequently moves to Spec,TopP. Finally the Force head merges with the resulting 
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(68)      ForceP 
    3 
  Force     TopP 
         4 
        DP          Topʹ 
     this book   4 
               Top          F2P 
                  
              ForcePSUB                    F2ʹ 
           4              4 
          DP       ForceʹSUB        DP           F2ʹ 
       this book   $   this book    3 
                    the sooner ...             F2      ForcePMAIN 
                                           $ 
                                              the more likely he is to . . . 
 
 
 Now we turn to the structure for the cases with extraction. Taylor proposes the 
following overall structure for non-extraction cases: 
 
 
(69)           F2P 
       4 
   ForcePSUB        F2ʹ 
  #    3 
              F2      ForcePMAIN 
                    3  
                   . . .     ForceʹMAIN 
                       4 
                     Force          FP 
                      the       4 
                            DegP           Fʹ 
                          #   3 
                                      F         TP 
                                            3 
                                         Subject      Tʹ 
                                                 3 
                                                T         VP 
                                                    4 
                                                ForcePSUB       Vʹ 
                                               #   # 
 
      (adapted from Taylor (2013: 146)) 
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In (69), F2 is a functional head which selects ForceP. The first clause is base-generated 
in VP, and then moves to Spec,F2P to check the feature of the first clause and the same 
feature in the F2 head. 
 She argues that the first clause is generated VP adjoined position, providing the 
following evidence: 
 
 (70) a.  The more it rains, the less likely it is that Bill will come. 
  b.  The more it rains, the less likely it is that Mary believes/said/heard/ 
    assumed that Bill will come. 
  c. * The more it rains, the less likely it is that Mary heard the rumor that Bill 
    will come. 
     (Taylor (2013: 145)) 
(70a) is the base sentence, and the example in (70b) shows that the first clause the 
more it rains can be interpreted in the embedded clause. In (70c), however, the first 
clause cannot be interpreted within the DP the rumor that…. Since extraction out of 
this kind of DP induces the violation of Complex NP Constraint (CNPC), the sentence 
in (70c) is ungrammatical. 
 
2.2.2.3 Problems 
 Taylor’s proposal might be able to account for some properties of Comparative 
Correlatives. However, her analysis bears several problems, too. 
 First, Taylor argues that nominal expressions lacking relative clauses cannot 
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 (71) a.  * It’s amazing the people/that person/those people/a person/some people 
  b. * It’s perfect the way/that way/those ways/a way/some ways 
  c.  * It was sickening the amount/that amount/those amounts/an amount/some 
     amount 
      (Taylor (2013: 128)) 
 
 However, we can find some examples of NE without relative clauses in 
Michaelis and Lambrecht (1996) (SMALL CAPITALS indicate prosodic peaks): 
 
 (72) a.   It’s AMAZING the DIFFERENCE. 
  b.  It was AMAZING the DIFFERENCE, in Germany. 
  c.   It's AMAZING the power of the YELLOW. 
      (Michaelis and Lambrecht (1996: 216, 224, 232)) 
 
These examples throw doubt on her assumption that NE permits relative clauses only. 
If the in NE is a complementizer, (72a) would have the following structure: 
 
 (73)    It’s AMAZING [CP [C the] DIFFERENCE]. [= (72a)] 
 
The question arises whether the structure like (73) is possible. 
 The second problem comes from the status of the as a complementizer. It is 
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 (74) a.  Bill’s brother worked on one aspect of this problem 
  b. * Brother worked on one aspect of this problem 
  c. * Bill’s brother worked on aspect of this problem 
  d. * Bill’s brother worked on one aspect of problem 
     (Stowell (1991: 37)) 
 
In (74), (74a) is the base sentence. (74b)-(74d) show that brother, aspect, and problem 
need a determiner. 
 In Taylor’s assumption on the structure of NE, singular nouns in the the-clause 
have no determiner: 
 
 (75) a.  It’s perfect [CP [C the] [way the sun sets in the winter]]. [= (46b)] 
  b.  It was sickening [CP [C the] [amount of waste there was]]. [= (46c)] 
 (76) a.  It’s AMAZING [CP [C the] [DIFFERENCE]].  [= (72a)] 
  c.  It's AMAZING [CP [C the] [power of the YELLOW]]. [= (72c)] 
 
Way and amount in (75), and difference and color in (76), have no determiner. Hence, 
Taylor’s assumption incorrectly rules out these examples. 
 The third problem also arise from the complementizer the. Assume that DPs may 
occur as complements to prepositions, whereas non-interrogative CPs cannot (Alrenga 
(2005: 177, fn.2)). Then C1 should not appear as a complement to prepositions, since 
C1 is ForceP in Taylor’s analysis. On the contrary to our expectation, C1 may be 
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 (77)   With the heavier books you have finished reading, the more strongly I  
    am going to swat this fly. [= (38)] 
 
In (77), C1, with the heavier books you have finished reading, is an Instrument 
argument of the verb swat in C2. This C1 hence consists of the preposition with and 
its complement. The grammaticality of (77) suggests that C1 is not CP. 
 The fourth problem is concerned with Condition C reconstruction. In Taylor’s 
analysis, C1 is base-generated in VP in C2, when no extraction occurs out of C1. We 
can then expect that if C1 contains an R-expression and C2 contains a pronoun 
referring to the R-expression, Comparative Correlatives should exhibit Condition C 
violation. However, this prediction is refuted by the following example: 
 
 
 (78) a.  I demand that the more John eats, the more he pay(s). [= (3a)] 
 
  b.         F2P 
       4 
   ForcePSUB        F2ʹ 
  #    3 
  The more     F2      ForcePMAIN 
   Johnᵢ eats        3  
                   . . .     ForceʹMAIN 
                       4 
                     Force          FP 
                      the       4 
                            DegP           Fʹ 
                          #   3 
                             more     F         TP 
                                            3 
                                           heᵢ        Tʹ 
                                                 3 
                                                T         VP 
                                                    4 
                                                ForcePSUB       Vʹ 
                                               #   # 
                                               The more       pay(s) 
                                                 Johnᵢ eats 
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In (78a), C1 (ForcePSUB) contains the R-expression John, and C2 (ForcePMAIN) 
contains the pronoun he, which is co-referential with John. Taylor’s analysis would 
give (78a) the structure in (78b). In (78b), the pronoun he c-commands John in C1 in 
its base-generated position, which is predicted to induce Condition C violation. 
However, the sentence is grammatical. Thus, the example in (78) is problematic for 
Taylor’s analysis. 
 The fifth problem comes from Strong Crossover. In Taylor’s analysis, C1 is base-
generated in VP within C2, and moves to the Spec,F2P, which projects higher than the 
subject position. It is then predicted that the Comparative Correlatives would yield the 
Strong Crossover effect when C1 crosses the co-referential pronoun. However, this 
prediction is not borne out: 
 
 
 (79) a.   [The more books John reviewed]ᵢ , the more attention theyᵢ gathered. 
 
  b.         F2P 
       4 
   ForcePSUB        F2ʹ 
  #    3 
  [The more     F2      ForcePMAIN 
   books ...]ᵢ          3  
                   . . .     ForceʹMAIN 
                       4 
                     Force          FP 
                      the       4 
                            DegP           Fʹ 
                          #   3 
                          more        F         TP 
                            attention        3 
                                          theyᵢ       Tʹ 
                                                 3 
                                                T         VP 
                                                    4 
                                                ForcePSUB       Vʹ 
                                               #   # 
                                               [The more     gather  
                                                 books ...]ᵢ 
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Given the structure in (69), the sentence in (79a) has the structure in (79b). In (79b), 
the movement of ForcePSUB, the more books John reviewed, crosses its co-referential 
pronoun they, which would induce Strong Crossover. However, (79a) is grammatical. 
Thus, Taylor’s analysis cannot capture the Strong Crossover case. 
 
2.2.3 Interim Summary 
 Thus far we have reviewed previous analyses in line with the base-generation 
approach and the hybrid approach, and pointed out their problems. Iwasaki’s (2017) 
proposal that C1 is base-generated in Spec,TopP cannot account for several examples 
involving variable binding, VP substitution, C1 occurring as an argument of V in C2, 
and Strong Crossover. 
 One problematic aspect of Taylor’s (2013) analysis is that C1 is base-generated 
in a higher position for the extraction cases, and base-generated in VP within C2 for 
other cases. This analysis cannot explain the cases concerning Condition C anti-
reconstruction, and Strong Crossover. Another aspect of her analysis is that the in 
Comparative Correlatives is a complementizer heading each C1 and C2. The status 
and position of the is incompatible with some properties of Comparative Correlatives 
and Nominal Extrapositions. 
 In the following sections, I will propose an alternative hybrid analysis, and show 
that the proposed analysis can  
 
2.3 Proposal: A Hybrid Analysis 
 This section proposes a Hybrid Analysis: the analysis in which Comparative 
Correlatives have two distinct derivations with respect to the base-generation position 
of C1. In one derivation, C1 is base-generated in C2 and moves to the surface position, 
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and in the other derivation, C1 is base-generated in the surface position.6 
 To implement my analysis, I assume with Stroik (1990) that adverbial elements 
are base-generated in the sister of V, as in (80): 
 
 
 (80)           vP 
      4 
     v-Vᵢ          VP 
             4 
            DP           Vʹ 
                    4 
                    tᵢ           Adv 
 
      (Adapted from Stroik (1990: 657)) 
 
 
 Given (80), I propose a movement derivation in which C1 is base-generated in 
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 (81)   Structure for Movement Derivation 
 
  a.          vP 
      4 
     v-Vᵢ          VP 
             4 
            DP           Vʹ 
                    4 
                    tᵢ           C1 
 
  b.       ForceP 
       4 
    Force         TopP 
              4 
            DPⱼ          Topʹ 
         #   3 
         the X-er ...  Top      FocP 
            :          4 
            1         DPᵢ         Focʹ 
            1     #   3 
            1      the Y-er   Foc      FinP 
            1         :           3 
            1         1         Fin        TP 
            1         1                3 
            1         1             SUBJ       . . . 
            1         1                     3 
            1         1                   v-V        VP 
            1         1                          3 
            1         1                         tᵢ         Vʹ 
            1         z -------------m    3 
            1                                          V          tⱼ   
            1                                                    1 
            z------------------------------m 
 
 
In (81), C1 is base-generated in the sister of V in C2, and moves to Spec,TopP in C2. 
 For the base-generation derivation, I assume the structure similar to Iwasaki’s 
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 (82)   Structure for Base-Generation Derivation 
 
          ForceP 
       4 
    Force         TopP 
              4 
            DPⱼ          Topʹ 
         #   3 
         the X-er ...  Top      FocP 
                         4 
                        DPᵢ         Focʹ 
                    #   3 
                     the Y-er   Foc      FinP 
                        :           3 
                        1         Fin        TP 
                        1                3 
                        1             SUBJ       . . . 
                        1                     3 
                        1                   v-V        VP 
                        1                          3 
                        1                         V          tᵢ 
                        z--------------------m 
 
 
 Furthermore, I adopt Iwasaki’s (2017) relative clause analysis of C1: 
 
 (83)   [DP [D the] [FocP [more friends]i [Foc Ø] [FinP [Fin that/Ø ] [TP you have ti]]]] 
     [= (13b)] 
 
 I give further supporting evidence to the relative clause analysis of C1 in (83). 
The first evidence comes from NP reconstruction fact. It is well-known that external 
determiners of relative clauses do not reconstruct within their relative clauses.  
 
 (84) a.   I telephoned the two patients that every doctor will examine. [∀>2] 
  b.  I telephoned two patients that every doctor will examine. [*∀>2] 
      (Alexiadou et al. (2000: 9)) 
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In (84a), the determiner of the relative clause is the and every can scope over two. In 
(84b), the determiner of the relative clause is two and every cannot scope over two. If 
the external determiner reconstructed into its base-generated position, every could 
scope over two in (84b). This suggests that two in (84b) is external to the relative clause. 
 In Comparative Correlatives, comparative phrases can co-occur with possessive 
-’s expression; “the more” can appear with a possessive phrase John’s: 
 
 (85)    The more pictures of John’s Mary saw, the happier she felt. 
 
 Possessive phrases, however, can co-occur with more in (86a) but cannot with 
the determiner the in (86b) and with the more in (86c): 
 
 (86) a.  Mary saw more pictures of John’s. 
  b. * Mary saw the pictures of John’s 
  c. * Mary saw the more pictures of John’s. 
 
The contrast in (86) suggests that only more pictures can reconstruct in the objects 
position of saw, and the more pictures cannot. 
 The second evidence comes from stacking. Comparative Correlatives, as well as 
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 (87) a.  The book that Bill bought that Max wrote was boring. 
  b.  The book Bill bought that Max wrote was boring. 
     (Weissler (1980: 627)) 
  c.  The more books that I saw that I had hoped to buy, the more I dreamed  
    of them. 
 
 Having introduced the proposal, we will see how the proposed analysis accounts 
for the crucial property of Comparative Correlatives. In the next section, I will explore 
base-generation accounts for the examples regarding extraction out of C1, Condition 
C anti-reconstruction, and Strong Crossover. In section 2.5, I will show the movement 
accounts for the cases involving VP substitution, C1 as arguments of C2, and variable 
binding. 
 
2.4 Cases for Base-Generation Derivation 
 This section presents the base-generation account for extraction out of C1, 
Condition C anti-reconstruction, and Strong Crossover in Comparative Correlatives. 
 The first case is extraction out of C1. Extraction from C1 is possible, without 
freezing effect: 
 
 (88) a.  This is the sort of problem whichi the sooner you solve ti, the more easily  
    you’ll satisfy the folks up at corporate headquarters. 
  b.  This problemi, the sooner you solve ti, the more easily you’ll satisfy the  
    folks up at corporate headquarters. 
     (adapted from Culicover and Jackendoff (1999: 564)) 
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In (88a), relativization induces extraction of this problem from C1, and in (88b) 
Topicalization does so, but both examples are grammatical. This suggests that 
extraction out of C1 bleeds freezing effects. 
 According to the movement derivation, extraction out of C1 is extraction out of 
moved elements, and therefore it is incorrectly predicted that movement out of C1 
yields a freezing effect. However, in the base-generation derivation, the freezing effect 
is not expected. 
 A problem arises with respect to the structure of C1. Since we are assuming that 
C1 is a DP with relative clauses, the proposed analysis will incorrectly predict that 
extraction out of C1 as in (88) violates the Complex NP Constraint. For this problem, 
I suggest that since the comparative phrase sooner is not a nominal phrase, C1 in (88) 
is distinct from genuine complex NPs headed by N heads. This is supported by the 
following contrast reported in Taylor (2006: 7): 
 
 (89) a.  * Who do you think that [C1 the bigger rose (that) John gave to tᵢ happily ] ...  
  b.  Whoᵢ do you think that [C1 the more happily John gave a big rose to tᵢ ] ... 
      (adapted from Taylor (2006: 7)) 
 
Although (89a), where the comparative phrase bigger rose is nominal, is 
ungrammatical, (89b), in which the comparative phrase more happily is adverbial, is 
grammatical. In light of these facts, we can tentatively conclude that genuine complex 
NPs are subject to the Complex NP Constraint, whereas (88) and (89) are not. 
 The second evidence comes from the Strong Crossover phenomena. It is reported 
in the literature that Topicalization induces Strong Crossover phenomena: 
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 (90) a. * Johni hei likes. (Müller (1995: 189)) 
  b. * Johni I think hei loves ti. (adapted from van Kampen (2015: 93)) 
 
Assume that C1 is base-generated in C2 and moves to the surface position in the same 
fashion as Topicalization. Then we expect Strong Crossover phenomena in 
Comparative Correlatives, too. However, it does not arise in Comparative Correlatives, 
as shown in (91): 
 
 (91)   [The more books John reviewed]i, the more attention theyi gathered. 
 
In (91), they in C2 refers to C1, the more books John reviewed. The base-generation 
derivation can naturally capture the grammaticality of (91). In the base-generation 
derivation, the C1, the more books John reviewed, is base-generated in the surface 
position, and does not cross its co-referential pronoun 7. 
 This subsection showed that the base-generation approach can account for some 
facts of Comparative Correlatives: the extraction possibility, and no Strong Crossover.  
 
2.5 Cases for Movement Derivation 
 We will see how the movement derivation accounts for the cases problematic for 
the base-generation derivation: VP substitution, C1 as arguments of C2, and variable 
binding. 
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 (92) The more papers of his are accepted, the more conferences John will go  
  to, and so will Mary. 
  (i)  The more papers of John’s are accepted, the more conferences Mary will  
    go to. [strict identity] 
  (ii) The more papers of hers are accepted, the more conferences Mary will  
    go to. [sloppy identity] 
 
Assume with Hatakeyama et al. (2010) that So-inversion is derived in three steps: VP 
ellipsis, so insertion, and I-to-C movement. Then. the sentence in (93a) has the 
structure in (93b): 
 
 (93) a.  Bill must be a genius and so must be Ann. 
  b.  [CP so [C´ must-bei [TP Ann [T´ ti [VP Ø]]]]] 
     (Hatakeyama et al. (2010: 32)) 
 
 On the basis of this assumption about derivation of So-inversion constructions, 
the proposed analysis of Comparative Correlatives gives the antecedent clause in (92) 
the base structure in (94a) and the surface structure in (94b): 
 
 (94) a.  John will [vP go to the more conferences  [the more papers of his are  
    accepted]] 
  b.  [[the more papers of his are accepted],  John will [vP go to the more  
    conferences [the more papers of his are accepted]]] 
 
On the other hand, the elliptical clause in (92) has the following derivation: 
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 (95) a.  Mary will [vP go to the more conferences [the more papers of his are  
    accepted]] 
  b.  VP Ellipsis 
    Mary will [vP go to the more conferences [the more papers of his are  
    accepted]] 
  c.  So-insertion 
    [CP so [C´ C [TP Mary [T´ will [vP go to the more conferences [the more  
    papers of his are accepted]]]]]] 
  d.  I-to-C Movement 
    [CP so [C´ C+will [TP Mary [T´ will [vP go to the more conferences [the  
    more papers of his are accepted]]]]]] 
 
(95a) represents the underlying structure of the elliptical clause. This structure yields 
(95b) by VP Ellipsis. Then the resulting structure leads to (95c) by So-insertion. Finally, 
I-to-C movement of will results in the surface structure of the elliptical clause in (92). 
 As we have seen above, Haegeman (2012) argues that the VP substitution with 
central adverbial clauses has both a strict identity reading and a sloppy identity reading, 
since central adverbial clauses are base-generated within TP and affected by VP 
substitution. The same analysis holds for VP substitution in Comparative Correlatives, 
given the proposed analysis of Comparative Correlatives. Since C1 is base-generated 
in VP of C2, as shown in (95a), C1 is affected by VP substitution. Consequently, as 
with VP substitution with central adverbial clauses, a strict identity reading and a 
sloppy identity reading are both available in VP substitution with Comparative 
Correlatives. 
 Next, let us turn to the sentence in (38), repeated below in (96), where C1 is 
Chapter 2 
A Hybrid Analysis of English Comparative Correlatives 
 55 
Instrument of the verb swat in C2: 
 
 (96)   With the heavier books you have finished reading, the more strongly I  
    am going to swat this fly. [= (38)] 
 
The proposed analysis gives the sentence in (97) the following underlying structure: 
 
 (97)   ... [TopP [With the heavier books...]j Top [FocP  [the more ...]i Foc ... [TP ...  
    T [vP ... swat ti [VP this fly [VP swat [with the heavier books...]j]]]]]] 
 
C1, with the heavier books you have finished reading, is base-generated in the 
complement position of C2, and hence C1 can be construed as an instrumental 
argument of the verb in C2. 
 The same analysis applies to the cases where C1 is a Theme argument of C2: 
 
 (98)a.   The more books John writes, the more people will read. [= (39a)] 
  b.  The more books John writes, the more people will buy.  [= (39b)] 
 
The proposed analysis gives the sentence in (98) the following underlying structure: 
 
 (99)   ... [TopP [The more books...]j Top [FocP  [the more ...]i Foc ... [TP ti ... T  
    [vP ti ... read/buy [VP read/buy [the more books...]j]]]]]] 
 
In (99), C1 is base-generated in the sister position of V read/buy of C2, which leads 
successful theta assignment between the verb and C1. 
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 Finally, let us consider the case of variable binding in (33), repeated in (100): 
 
 (100) a.  The more lobbyists hei talks to, the more corrupt every senatori seems 
to  
    become. 
  b. * The more time that every senatori spends with lobbyists, the more likely 
    hei is to succumb to corruption. 
 
The proposed analysis in (81) gives (100a) the following structure: 
 
 
 (101)   ... [TopP [The more lobbyists he ...]j Top [FocP [the more...]i Foc ... [TP  
    every senator T [vP ... ti ... [The more lobbyists he ...]j]]]] 
 
In this structure, every senator in Spec,TP of C2 c-commands C1 in the base position, 
and therefore every senator can bind he in C1. In contrast, (100b) has the following 
structure: 
 
 (102)   ... [TopP [The more time that every senator ...]j Top [FocP [the more likely]i  
    Foc ... [TP he T [vP ... ti ... [The more time that every senator ...]]]]] 
 
In (102), every senator does not c-command he throughout the derivation, and 
therefore cannot bind he, leading ungrammaticality. 
 In addition to the cases where subjects in C2 bind elements in C1, as in (100a), 
objects in C2 can also bind elements in C1: 
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 (103) a.  The more positively iti is evaluated by two reviewers, the more likely  
    they will be to accept every paperi for publication. 
  b.  The more teaching load shei accepted,  the more salary they gave every  
    female teacheri. 
 
In (103a), every paper in the object position of accept in C2 binds it in the subject 
position of C1, and in (103b), every female teacher in the object position of gave in 
C2 binds she in the subject position of C1. The structure in (81) can also account for 
these examples. The examples in (103a, b) have the following structures in (104a, b), 
respectively: 
 
 (104) a. ... [TopP [The more ... it ...]j Top [FocP [the more ...]i Foc ... [TP they T ...  
     [vP accept [VP ti ... [VP every paper [VP ... [the more ... it ... ]j]]]] 
   b. ... [TopP [The more ... she ...]j Top [FocP [the more ...]i Foc ... [TP they T ...  
     [vP gave [VP every female teacher [VP ti ... [VP ... [the more ... she ... ]j]]]] 
 
In these structures, objects in C2 c-command C1 in their base positions, and hence the 
objects can bind variables in C1. 
 These variable binding facts, together with extraction facts as we have seen in 
(88), offer a further prediction. When quantifiers in C2 bind pronominal elements in 
C1, C1 is required to be base-generated in C2 for successful variable binding. However, 
extraction from C1 in such a context is expected to be impossible, since extraction out 
of moved constituents yields freezing effects. 
 To confirm this prediction, we asked 18 native speakers of English about 
grammaticality of the sentences (105a), (105b), and (106), and obtained the following 
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result (the bracketed numbers below indicate the percentage of speakers who found 
the example grammatical): 
 
 (105) a. The more often hei gives presents to Kate, the more easily every male  
         classmatei will satisfy her. [72%] 
     b. Kate, the more often hei gives presents to, the more easily every male  
         classmatei will satisfy her. [18%] 
 (106)     Mary, the more happily John gives presents to, the more easily he will  
         satisfy her. [39%] 
 
The intended meaning of (105) is the one where the quantifier phrase every male 
classmate variable-binds he. (105b) is different from (105a) in that extraction of Kate 
occurs out of C1. In (106), there is extraction, but no variable binding. (106) shows 
that extraction out of C1 is itself degraded than the non-extraction pattern in (105a), 
but much better than the variable binding and extraction pattern in (105b). The half of 
the informants who accepted (106) did not accept (105b).  
 The lower acceptability of (105b) than that of (105a) suggests that extraction out 
of C1 is impossible when the movement derivation of C1 is required. This is evident 
from the contrast between (105b) and (106). It follows in turn that in the examples like 




 In this chapter, I have considered derivations of Comparative Correlative 
constructions along the two lines of two previous approaches: the base-generation 
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analysis proposed by Iwasaki (2017), and the hybrid analysis proposed by Taylor 
(2013). After pointing out empirical problems with both of them, I have proposed a 
new version of hybrid analysis that gives Comparative Correlatives two distinct 
derivations. The movement derivation, where the first clause is base-generated in the 
second clause and then moves to the surface position, accounts for the following three 
cases. The first case is concerned with variable binding, where the quantifier in the 
second clause variable-binds the pronoun in the first clause. Given the movement 
derivation, the first clause is base-generated in the complement of V in the second 
clause, and therefore the quantifier in the second clause c-commands the pronoun in 
the first clause. The second case is the availability of the sloppy identity reading in So-
inversion. In Comparative Correlatives, the pronoun in the elided domain of So-
inversion has the sloppy identity reading. Since the first clause is base-generated in the 
VP of the second clause, which is within the elided domain of So-inversion, the 
pronoun in the first clause can have the sloppy identity reading. The last case is the 
first clause occurring as an argument of the verb in the second clause. Since the first 
clause is base-generated as the complement of the verb in the second clause, the verb 
can assign the Case and theta-role. On the other hand, the base-generation derivation, 
where the first clause is base-generated in the surface position, captures the facts 
concerning extraction from the first clause and Strong Crossover. Given the movement 
derivation, extraction out of the first clause would render the sentence ungrammatical 
due to the freezing effect. Under the base-generation derivation, however, extraction 
is possible without inducing freezing effects. Likewise, when the subject of the second 
clause refers to the first clause, the movement derivation would induce Strong 
Crossover. In the base-generation derivation, however, the first clause does not cross 
the co-referential pronoun, hence grammatical.  
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Notes to Chapter 2 
 
 * This is a revised and extended version of my master thesis, the paper presented 
at the 73rd Annual Meeting of the Tohoku Branch of English Literary Society of Japan, 
held at Yamagata University on December 1, 2018, Hirokawa (2019), and the paper 
read at the 92nd ELSJ Annual General Meeting, held at University of Ryukyuans 
(Online) on July 6-15, 2020. 
 
1. According to Iwasaki (2017: 51, fn.3; 79), Iwasaki (2008) argues that C1 is base-
generated as an adjunct to VP in C2, and later moves to Spec,TopP. Although Iwasaki 
(2008) and the proposal here seem to be similar in that they both argue that C1 is base-
generated in C2, my proposal differs from Iwasaki (2008) with regard to the base-
position of C1: Iwasaki proposes that C1 is base-generated in the adjoined position of 
VP, whereas I propose that C1 is base-generated in the sister position of V in C2. 
However, since I could not obtain Iwasaki (2008) itself, it is not possible to review 
Iwasaki (2008) in this chapter. 
 
2. We do not review or evaluate the movement approach in this chapter, since we 
cannot locate the original discussion of the approach, as I addressed in note 1. 
 
3. Iwasaki (2017) also proposes analyses of Comparative Correlatives in Jamaican 
English, German, Dutch, and Japanese. 
 
4. Iwasaki (2017: 76, fn.10) admits that Iwasaki and Radford (2009: 4) report the 
following counter examples to (17): 
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 (i) a.  ? On the more occasions you practice a language, the more fluent you  
     become. 
  b. ? By the bigger margin you win a race, the greater the satisfaction of  
     winning it is. 
  c.  ? Under the more difficult conditions you live, the more resilient you  
     become. 
 
However, Iwasaki observes that the grammaticality of these examples is seemingly 
subject to speaker variation, and that for some speakers, the restrictive relative could 
not be formed in the above cases where non-arguments are fronted. Hence, he puts 
aside this issue for future research, and so do I. 
 
5. Iwasaki also provides another argument for topic status of C1, applying Boeckx’s 
(2007) analysis of the Cleft construction in English to Comparative Correlatives. 
Boeckx argues that in some languages (e.g. Hungarian) which structurally represent 
foci, ‘sole focus-driven fronting’ works to provide an appropriate focal interpretation, 
while English does not represent focus in a structural way in Cleft constructions. To 
achieve an appropriate focal interpretation, clefts in English must apply not only focus 
fronting, but also topicalization. Iwasaki argues that this strategy in English realizes 
the informational contrast between the elements in Spec,FocP and Spec,TopP in a 
structural way. 
 
6. This chapter differs from Taylor in presenting (i) empirical evidence for 
correlation between extraction out of C1 and base-generation of C1, and (ii) novel 
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evidence for cases where C1 is base-generated in the surface position with no 
extraction from C1. 
 
7. The movement analysis might be able to account for the absence of the Strong 
Crossover phenomena in (91) under Wholesale Late Merger (Takahashi and Hulsey 
(2009)). According to the WLM approach, only the determiner the is base-generated 
in C2, and moves to Spec,TopP, where WLM applies to more books John reviewed. 
 
 (i)    [TopP [The] [more books John reviewed]]ᵢ, Top [the more attention theyᵢ  
     gathered <the>]]. 
 
In this derivation, what is left in the base-generated position is only the. Assume that 
the determiner the is similar to pronouns (Elbourne (2005), Takahashi (2019)). Then 
the determiner the in the base-generated position is understood as a covert pronoun. 
There remains a problem of whether this kind of covert pronouns generally induce the 
Condition C violation when they are c-command by the coreferential pronoun (e.g. 
they in this case). I will leave it open for future research, the possibility of explaining 
the relevant fact within the movement approach. 
Chapter 3 








 This chapter investigates the syntax of the Quotative Inversion construction: 
 
 (1) a.  “I am so happy”, Mary thought. [QC] 
  b.  “I am so happy”, thought Mary. [QI] 
     (Branigan and Collins (1993: 5)) 
 
 (1a) is called Quotative Construction (QC), where the verb has its direct speech 
complement, i.e., the quote, appearing before the subject. On the other hand, (1b) 
illustrates Quotative Inversion (QI), where the verb precedes the subject. 
 As we have seen in chapter 1, it has been assumed in the literature that QI never 
occurs with complex sentences including subordinate clauses: 
 
 (2) a. ? “What next?” Michelle swore that Marcel asked. 
  b. * “What next?” swore Michelle that Marcel asked. 
(Collins and Branigan (1997: 12)) 
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 (3) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” the barn seemed to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me...,” seemed the barn to shout. (Arano (2014: 31, fn.7)) 
 (4) a.  “Where is the puppy?” Essi wanted to know. 
  b. * “Where is the puppy?” wanted Essi to know. 
     (Suñer (2000: 549)) 
 (5) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” John wished to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me. I’m still here!” wished John to shout. 
 (6) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” John tried to shout. 
  b.?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried John to shout. 
 (7) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” John began to shout. 
  b. * “Look at me. I’m still here!” began John to shout. 
 
 It is true that the evidence shown above apparently seems to indicate that 
complex sentences are incompatible with QI, but things have become more complex 
when we consider raising predicates and control predicates which are inverted along 
with their infinitival complements. Consider the following QI: 
 
 (8)   “Leave me alone!” seemed to shout the little girl. (Wu (2008: 100)) 
 (9) a. * “Where is the puppy?” wanted to know Essi. 
  b. * “Look at me. I’m still here!” wished to shout John. 
 (10) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried to shout John. 
  b.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” began to shout John. 
 
My informants pointed out to me that the raising predicate seem and the control 
predicates such as try and begin can be inverted along with their infinitival 
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complements, whereas the control predicates such as want and wish cannot.2 
 This chapter attempts to provide a unified analysis of the contrast between 
control predicates that allow QI, as in (10), and those that do not, as in (9). Specifically, 
I will correlate the contrast with the classification of control predicates: the predicates 
in (9) are so-called Partial Control predicates, while the ones in (10) are Exhaustive 
Control predicates. 
 This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly summarizes the correlation 
pointed out in the literature between control predicates and restructuring predicates. 
Section 3 presents my proposal, on the basis of assumptions reviewed in section 2. 
Section 4 shows that the proposed analysis can correctly capture the facts shown in (4) 
through (10), and section 5 extends our analysis to control predicates with gerundive 
complements. Section 6 compares our analysis with previous analyses and section 7 
concludes the paper. 
 
3.2 Control Predicates and Restructuring 
 This section reviews a correlation that has been pointed out in the literature on 
control predicates, namely, the correlation of the classification of control predicates 
with the size of their infinitival complements. We begin with the classification of 
control predicates. 
 
3.2.1 Classification of Control Predicates 
 In the literature on control predicates, it has been assumed that obligatory control 
is divided into two subtypes with respect to the relationship between the matrix subject 
of control predicates (“Controller”) and the embedded controlled subject 
(“Controllee”), as shown in (11): 
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 (11) a.   Exhaustive Control (EC) 
     The Controller exhaustively determines the referent of the Controllee. 
  b.  Partial Control (PC) 
     The Controllee is interpreted as a proper superset of the Controller. 
      (adapted from Grano (2015: 6)) 
 
On the basis of this division, Landau (2000: 38) and Grano (2015: 16) classify the 
control predicates as in (12): 
 
 (12) a.  EC Predicates 
    Aspectual:    begin, continue, start, finish, stop... 
    Modal:       can, may, must, need, know how, other (semi-)modals 
    Implicative:   manage, succeed, forget, fail, dare 
    Other:        try 
  b.  PC Predicates 
    Desiderative:  want, intend, refuse, reject, prefer, decide, choose, plan,  
                  offer, wish, propose. 
    Factive:      glad, sad, regret, like, dislike, hate, loath, surprised,  
                  shocked, sorry 
    Propositional: believe, think, suppose, imagine, say, claim, assert,  
                  affirm, declare, deny 
    Interrogative: wonder, ask, find out, interrogate, inquire, contemplate,  
                  deliberate, guess, grasp, understand, know, unclear 
      (adapted from Grano (2015: 16), Landau (2000: 37-38)) 
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According to the list, control predicates like try in (6a)/(10a) and begin in (7b)/(10b) 
are classified as EC predicates, whereas want in (4a)/(9a) and wish in (5b)/(9b) are PC 
predicates. 
 To see the difference between these types of control predicates, evidence from 
collective predicates would be useful. Collective predicates like eat lunch together 
require syntactically plural subjects (13a) or group-denoting subjects (13b), but do not 
allow syntactically singular subjects (13c): 
 
 (13) a.   The linguists ate lunch together. 
  b.   The committee ate lunch together. 
  c.  * John ate lunch together. 
      (Grano (2015: 6)) 
 
Since the controller in EC predicates exhaustively determines the controllee, the EC 
complements formed out of collective predicates should be ungrammatical with a 
singular, non-group denoting controller, as illustrated in (14a). In contrast, since the 
controller in PC predicates is a proper subset of the controllee, a singular, non-group 
denoting controller is compatible with the PC complements involving collective 
predicates, as shown in (14b): 
 
 (14) a.  * John tried to eat lunch together. [EC] 
  b.  John wanted to eat lunch together. [PC] 
      (Adapted from Grano (2015: 7)) 
 
In addition to the difference above, it has been argued that there is a correlation 
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between control predicates and the size of their infinitival complements, as we will see 
in the next section. 
 
3.2.2 Restructuring and Size of Infinitival Complements 
 Restructuring is the phenomenon whereby normally bi-clausal structures form a 
mono-clausal, transparent structure for clause-bounded operations. There are three 
major restructuring properties cross-linguistically: long object movement (LOM), clitic 
climbing (CC), and scrambling (SCR). Clitic climbing in Italian is exemplified below 
(cf. Rizzi (1978), Napoli (1981), Burzio (1986), Kayne (1989), Cardinaletti and 
Shlonsky (2004), Cinque (2004)). In Italian, object clitics (e.g. lo ‘it’) attach to the left 
of a finite verb (15a) and the right of an infinitive (15b): 
 
 (15) a.   Gianni lo vede. [Italian] 
     Gianni it sees. 
     ‘Gianni sees it.’ 
  b.  Abilita  Javascript per veder[-]lo. 
     enable  Javascript to   see-it 
     ‘Enable Javascript to see it.’ 
(Grano (2015: 11)) 
 
 Some control predicates allow the direct object clitic of the embedded verb to 
appear in the matrix clause (clitic climbing). Both matrix and embedded verbs seem 
to constitute a transparent domain for an ordinarily clause-bounded clitic placement. 
The availability of CC is pointed out to be tied to the choice of the control predicate: 
cominciare ‘begin’ allows it, as in (16), but detestare ‘hate’ does not, as shown in (17).  
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 (16) a.   Gianni  cominciava    a  veder[-]lo. 
     Gianni  was.beginning to  see-it. 
     ‘Gianni was beginning to see it?’ 
  b.  Gianni  lo  cominciava    a  vedere. 
     Gianni  it  was.beginning to  see. 
     ‘Gianni was beginning to see it?’ 
 (17) a.   Gianni  detestava  a  veder[-]lo. 
     Gianni  hated     to  see-it. 
     ‘Gianni hated seeing it.’ 
  b. * Gianni  lo  detestava  a  vedere. 
     Gianni  it  hated     to  see. 
     'Gianni hated seeing it? 
      ((16)-(17), Grano (2015: 11-12)) 
 
 Another restructuring property, LOM, is the phenomenon where the embedded 
object is moved to matrix subject, due to the passivization of matrix predicates: 
 
 (18) a.  weil der Wagenᵢ [tᵢ zu reparieren] versucht wurde [German] 
    because the wagon  to  repair tried was 
    ≈ ‘because they tried to repair the wagon’ 
  b. * weil der Wagenᵢ [tᵢ zu reparieren] behaupter wurde 
    because the wagon  to repair claimed  was 
    Intended: ‘because the wagon was claimed to repair’ 
     (Wurmbrand (2001: 300-302))  
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In (18), ‘try’ permits LOM, whereas ‘claim’ does not, suggesting that the possibility of 
LOM depends on predicates. 
 Lastly, SCR is the movement of a phrase outside the infinitival complement, as 
exemplified in (19) from Polish:  
 
 (19)    Marek tę   książkę zdecydował się    przecytać  tSCR        [Polish] 
     Mark  this book    decided     REFL  read.INF   tSCR 
     ‘Mark decided to read this book’ (Wurmbrand (2014b: 276)) 
 
In (19), tę książkę ‘this book’ undergoes scrambling, moving to the matrix clause from 
the embedded infinitival clause. 
 Wurmbrand (2014b) surveys the distribution of these three restructuring 
properties among languages, and argues that there are two types of restructuring, voice 
restructuring and size restructuring. According to Wurmbrand (2014b: 280), these two 
types of restructuring correlate with the presence/absence of the three restructuring 
properties (LOM, CC, and SCR): voice restructuring determines the availability of LOM 
and size restructuring regulates CC and SCR. In Wurmbrand’s (2013, 2014b) theory, 
voice restructuring configuration is derived by movement of the restructuring voice 
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 (20) a.         VPmatrix 
      4 
     V[+R]         vRP 
             4 
            vR           VPemb 
 
  b.	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	      vʹmatrix 
          5 
         v               VPmatrix 
     3     4 
    vmatrix      vR   V[+R]         vRP 
                           4 
                          vR           VPemb	
 
      (adapted from Wurmbrand (2014: 282)) 
 
In (20a), the matrix V takes the restructuring voice phrase as its complement. The 
matrix v head merges to the structure, and the embedded vR head attaches to the matrix 
v. Wurmbrand assumes that this restructuring voice head vR is unspecified for voice 
values (e.g., AGENT voice), and that the accusative Case is tied to the voice AGENT. As 
a consequence, vR cannot take a subject nor assign an accusative Case so that the 
embedded object can raise to the matric subject position for Case (i.e., LOM). Thus 
LOM is rendered possible in voice restructuring. 
 Size restructuring, on the other hand, induces the omission of projections in 
infinitival complements. Wurmbrand classifies clausal complements into three types 
on the basis of semantic and structural properties: tenseless [−TNS] infinitives, future 
[+FUT] infinitives, and CP. CP is complements without size restructuring. [+FUT] 
infinitives are the cases where the time of the embedded predicates is interpreted being 
situated temporally after the matrix time, as in (21a). [−TNS] infinitives appear in the 
embedded predicate which is understood as occurring simultaneously with matrix 
event, as shown in (21b): 
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 (21) a.   Leo decided/planned/promised to leave tomorrow. [+FUT] 
  b.  Leo tried/began/managed to leave (#tommorow). [−TNS] 
      (Wurmbrand (2014b: 277)) 
 
 For [−TNS] infinitives and [+FUT] infinitives, Wurmbrand (2014b) proposes the 
following structures (Wurmbrand uses the symbol » to “indicate the projection line of 
an infinitive”.): 
 
 (22) a.   [−TNS]: vP » VP 
  b.  [+FUT]: (CP » ΣPĀ ») TPFUT » vP » VP  
  c.   [+FUT]: (CP) » [ *(ΣPA) » TPFUT ] » vP » VP 
       (adapted from Wurmbrand (2014b: 284)) 
 
In (22), ΣP is a TP-external projection relevant to CC and SCR. Assuming that future is 
encoded in T, Wurmbrand argues that [−TNS] infinitives can project only to vP, as 
shown in (22a). By size restructuring, any Ā-projections above TP can be omitted in 
[+FUT] infinitives. For some languages, ΣP is an Ā-projection, as shown in (22b), 
whereas for other languages, it is an A-projection, as shown in (22c). Therefore, some 
languages permit omission of ΣP, but others do not.3  
 It is known that English exhibits no restructuring properties (e.g., LOM, CC, and 
SCR). For example, (23) demonstrates that English disallows LOM: 
 
 (23) a.   Dave tried to eat a hammer. 
  b. * A hammer was tried to eat. 
      (Cable (2004: 1)) 
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In (23), the embedded object a hammer cannot be passivized and become the matrix 
subject, which demonstrates that English lacks voice restructuring. Wurmbrand 
(2014b: 291), however, proposes that size restructuring is nevertheless applicable in 
English, and that English [−TNS] infinitives project up to vPs, as in (22a). She also 
observes that [−TNS] infinitives are selected by the control verbs such as manage, try, 
begin, as well as raising verbs like seem, and points out that these predicates typically 
trigger restructuring cross-linguistically (Wurmbrand (2007: 416, 2014a: 437)) 
 As for restructuring, the following descriptive generalization has been advocated 
in the literature (cf. Wurmbrand (1998), Barrie (2004), Barrie and Pittman (2004), 
Cinque (2004), and Costantini (2010), among others). We adopt Grano’s (2015) 
version of the generalization: 
 
 (24)    Exhaustive control predicates are restructuring predicates; partial 
     control predicates are non-restructuring predicates. 
      (Grano (2015: 15)) 
 
 The generalization in (24) and the EC/PC distinction summarized in (12) above 
suggest that predicates taking [−TNS] infinitival complements overlap with traditional 
restructuring predicates (e.g., manage, try, begin, seem), and with EC predicates. I, 
therefore, follow Wurmbrand (2007, 2014b) in assuming that [−TNS]/restructuring 
predicates in English have the size-restructuring structure; the EC/restructuring 
predicates such as try, manage, begin and raising predicates such as seem then have 
the size-restructuring structure as in (25a) and (25b), respectively.4 In contrast, I 
assume that the PC predicates have the standardly assumed bi-clausal structure, as in 
(25c): 
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 (25) a.   EC 
            vP 
      4 
     SUBJᵢ         vʹ 
             4 
             v           VP 
                    4 
                   VEC         vP 
                          4 
                         PROᵢ        vʹ 
                                $ 
                                      ... 
(adapted from Wurmbrand (2007: 416)) 
  b.  Raisng 
            vP 
      4 
     SUBJᵢ         vʹ 
             4 
             v           VP 
                    4 
                    V           vP 
                   seem   4 
                          tᵢ           vʹ 
                                $ 
                                      ... 
(adapted from Wurmbrand (2007: 416)) 
  c.   PC 
            vP 
      4 
     SUBJᵢ         vʹ 
             4 
             v           VP 
                    4 
                   VPC         CP 
                         % 
                          PROᵢ to v V OBJ 
(adapted from Grano (2015: 17)) 
 
In (25a, b), the EC predicate and Raising predicate form a mono-clausal structure with 
a vP complement. On the other hand, in (25c), the PC predicate forms a bi-clausal 
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structure, taking a CP complement whose subject is PRO coindexed with the matrix 
subject. 
 In this section, I reviewed a previous analysis on the structure of restructuring 
and a generalization that EC predicates are restructuring predicates. With these 
assumptions, I argued that EC predicates such as try, manage, and begin have the ‘size-
restructuring’ vP infinitival complement. With the consideration above in mind, I will 
introduce my proposal in the next section. 
 
3.3 The Proposed Structure of QI 
 The proposal in this chapter is premised on the mechanism of Feature Inheritance 
proposed by Chomsky (2008). Chomsky (2008) argues that Agree(φ) and Tense 
features are associated with C and these features on C are transfered to T by the 
mechanism of Feature Inheritance. In the standard assumption, Tense and Agree 
features do not leave their copies on C after inheritance: 
 
 (26)    Feature Inheritance 
     C[φ, T] . . . T . . .    ⇒    C[φ, T] . . . T[φ, T] . . .	
 
 As for Feature Inheritance, I propose that in QI, C heads retain the copy of their 
features (φ, T) inherited by T heads, after inheritance:5  
 
 (27)    Proposal 
     C[φ, T] . . . T . . .    ⇒    C[φ, T] . . . T[φ, T] . . .	
 
 I further adopt a definition of A/Ā-positions in (28). The A/Ā-distinction is 
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traditionally defined in terms of structural positions; potential thematic positions are 
A-positions and non-thematic positions are Ā-positions (cf. Chomsky (1981)). In (28), 
however, the distinction is made in terms of the presence/absence of the φ-feature:6 
 
 (28)    Definition of A/Ā-positions 
     The nP [= DP] is in an A-position if it is merged with an SO headed by 
     a head bearing φ-features; otherwise, it is in an Ā-position. 
(Mizuguchi (2018: (19)), restating Obata and Epstein’s (2011: 133) definition) 
 
 As a consequence of (27) and (28), I argue that the copy of φ-features staying on 
C heads renders Spec,CP an A-position in QI.7, 8 
 In addition to the assumptions above, we follow Gyoda (1999) in assuming that 
a V head undergoes Head Movement to C in QI and that a null operator originates as 
an argument of V and subsequently moves to Spec,CP. 
 
 (29)             CP 
         4 
     Quoteᵢ          CP 
                4 
               Opᵢ           Cʹ 
                       4 
                   C-T-v-V         . . . 
                     :      4 
                     z-- V            tOp 
 
 With respect to the Head Movement, we assume restrictions standardly posited 
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 (30)    Restriction on Head Movement 
     Head Movement is clause-bounded. (Harley (2013: 114)) 
 
 Furthermore, we adopt the phase theory (Chomsky (2001, 2004, 2008)). Phases 
are assumed to be minimal units in linguistic computations, and hence syntactic 
derivation proceeds phase-by-phase. Once a phase is completed, Spell-out applies so 
that the complement of the phase head is transferred to the C-I and SM interfaces. 
Once an element is transferred, the element becomes inaccessible from out of the phase. 
To move out from the transfer domain, then, elements must move through phase edges. 
Since it is standardly assumed in the literature that CPs and vPs are core phases, 
movement proceeds through CP and vP edges. 
 In addition to the above assumption about phases, I assume that Head Movement 
can extend phases (as in Den Dikken (2007), Gallego (2010), among others). 
According to Den Dikken’s (2007) Phase Extension, Head Movement of phase heads 
extends the phase edge upwards, as in (31a), so that the elements in the phase domain 
directly move to the extended phase edge, skipping the edges previously counted as 
phase edges, as in (31b): 
 
 (31)    Phase Extension 
  a.   [XP [X+[v+Vᵢ]ⱼ ] [vP [DP SUBJECT] [tⱼ [VP tᵢ [DP OBJECT]]]]] 
     Φ <------	(Φ) 
  b.  [XP [DP OBJECT]ₖ [X+[v+Vᵢ]ⱼ ] [vP [DP SUBJECT] [tⱼ [VP tᵢ tₖ]]]] 
     Φ 
      (Den Dikken (2007: 18)) 
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Den Dikken argues that Phase Extension allows the object to “[make] no touch-down 
either on the edge of VP or on the edge of vP on its way out of vP” (Den Dikken (2007: 
18)). 
 A few words are in order with regard to the V-to-T-to-C movement assumed here 
since it is standardly assumed that main verbs do not undergo V-to-T movement in 
English: 
 
 (32) a.  * John kisses often Mary. 
  b.  John often kisses Mary. (Pollock (1989: 367)) 
  c.   John has often kissed Mary. (Roberts (2007: 42)) 
 
Given that often adjoins to VP, (32) shows that main verbs like kisses cannot move to 
the T head position beyond often, whereas auxiliaries such as has can appear in a 
higher position than often. 
 I assume that the copy of V is normally pronounced in the v position in English 
(cf. Hosono (2019)). However, I also assume that Head Movement is freely applicable, 
but it changes syntactic structures as I just assumed in (31) above. V can therefore 
move to higher positions only when the derivation converges. According to these 
assumptions, V head can only raise to the v position in standard cases in (32). As we 
will see in what follows, since matrix Spec,CP is A-position in QI under my proposal, 
the derivation could induce Improper Movement of Op, without Head Movement of 
v-to-T-to-C. Hence, V-to-T-to-C movement is not only possible, but also necessary in 
QI.9 
 Furthermore, in my proposal, C head in QI keeps the copy of φ- and T-features 
transferred to T. Then, even if the [uφ]-feature and the T-feature on T are checked by 
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the [iφ] on a subject DP and V, the [uφ]- and T-features on C remain unchecked. I 
follow Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998, 1999), Svenonius (1998), and 
Ramchand and Svenonius (2002), in that Agreement-features can be deleted by Head 
Movement. Thus T head can delete the [uφ]-feature on C by T-to-C movement. I 
further assume that the V head raises to, and is pronounced in, the C position in QI, so 
that the T-feature remaining on C can be checked and the tense affix on C can attach 
to the v-V head. 
 With this much in place, we now see how my proposal and these assumptions 
can account for the basic QI data presented in Section 1. We begin our analysis with 
the simplest QI case where only one verb occurs and undergoes QI, as in (1b), repeated 
here in (33):  
 
 (33)    “I am so happy”, thought Mary. [= (lb)]  
 
The simplest example of QI in (33) has the following vP structure at some point of its 
derivation: 
 
 (34)            vP 
       4 
      DP           vʹ 
     Mary    4 
             v            VP 
         #   3 
          v-thought   V         Op 
            :    thought 
            z---m 
 
In (34), the verb think takes a null quotative operator Op as its object, and moves to v, 
in accordance with the standard assumption that V raises to v in English. The sentence 
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finally has the structure in (35): 
 
 (35)            CP 
        4 
       Op           Cʹ 
             5 
            C               TP 
      $    4 
      C-T-v-thought   DP          Tʹ 
                     Mary 5 
                           T              vP 
                       #   4 
                      T-v-thought  DP          vʹ 
                                  Mary   4 
                                          v           VP 
                                     #   3 
                                     v-thought    V        Op 
                                              thought 
 
In (35), since C transmits φ- and T-features to T, the subject moves to Spec,TP as 
standardly assumed. The V head think undergoes Head Movement up to the C head, 
involving the v and T heads, whereby the v phase extends to the edge of C. Op then 
skips the v edge and the T edge, and directly moves to the C edge. This final landing 
site, the edge of C, is an A-position by our proposal. Hence, Op moves from its base-
generated position (A-position) to the edge of C (A-position) without landing on Ā-
positions. If V did not move to C in QI, Head Movement of v would not occur, v phase 
then would not extend, and Op would move via v edge (Ā-position), and hence this 
Op movement would induce Improper Movement from the Ā-position (v edge) to the 
A-position (Spec,CP). 
 Next, we will see how our analysis can capture QI with finite complements. As 
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 (36) a.  ? “What next?” Michelle swore that Marcel asked. [= (2a)] 
  b. * “What next?” swore Michelle that Marcel asked. [= (2b)] 
 
(36a) can be analyzed as involving normal Op movement like wh-movement or normal 
Ā-movement like Topicalization. On the other hand, (36b) has the following structure 
at some point of the derivation: 
 
 (37)              VP 
          4 
         V            CP 
       swear     4 
                Op           CP 
                        4 
                       C            TP 
                      that    % 
                              Marcel asked Op 
 
In (37), the matrix V swear takes a finite CP complement. The verb ask in the 
embedded clause does not move in this example, so that no phase edge is extended in 
the embedded clause. Op therefore moves from its base position (A-position) through 
the embedded vP edge to the edge of the embedded CP (Ā-position). The sentence is 
finally built up as in (38): 
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 (38)       CP 
   4 
  Op            Cʹ 
        5 
       C               TP 
  $    4 
   C-T-v-swore   DP          Tʹ 
               Michelle  4 
                       T             vP 
                   #    3 
                   T-v-swore   DP        vʹ 
                            Michelle 4 
                                    v            VP 
                                #  4 
                                 v-swear   V            CP 
                                         swear   % 
                                               Op that Marcel asked Op 
 
In (38), since the matrix V head swear moves to the matrix C head, the phase edge of 
the matrix v is extended to the edge of the matrix C. Assume that whenever matrix 
verbs and subjects are inverted in Quotative constructions, the matrix C heads are QI 
C heads. Op in the edge of the embedded clause (Ā-position) then moves directly to 
the edge of the matrix clause (A-position). However, this operator movement amounts 
to Improper Movement, and thus (36b) is ruled out.  
 Now let us turn to QI with raising predicates. Raising predicates can appear in 
QI: 
 
 (39)   “Leave me alone!” seemed to shout the little girl. [= (8)] 
 
By the assumption in (25b), seem takes a vP complement. Then the structure of (39) is 
represented as in (40):  
 
Chapter 3 
A Head Movement Analysis of Quotative Inversion 
 83 
 (40)         CP 
     4 
   Op            Cʹ 
          5 
         C               TP 
   $     3 
   C-T-v-seem-      SUBJ       Tʹ 
        v-shout        qp 
                     T                   vP 
                 #     qp 
                 T-v-seem-      v                  VP 
                    v-shout #       5 
                             v-seem-       V               vP 
                               v-shout  #   % 
                                       seem-shout     SUBJ shout Op 
 
In (40), the matrix V seem takes a vP complement to shout Op, and the embedded V 
shout undergoes Head Movement to matrix C, whereby the edge of the embedded v 
phase is extended to the edge of the matrix C. Op in the embedded clause hence 
directly moves from the sister of V (A-position) to the edge of the matrix C (A-
position). Thus the derivation in (37) neither violates the restrictions on Head 
Movement nor induces Improper Movement. 
 As we saw in the introduction, raising predicates cannot be fronted alone in QI: 
 
 (41)   * “Look at me...,” seemed the barn to shout. [= (3b)] 
 
The sentence has the structure in (42) at some point of its derivation: 
 
Chapter 3 
A Head Movement Analysis of Quotative Inversion 
 84 
 (42)         CP 
     4 
   Op            Cʹ 
          5 
         C               TP 
   $  4 
    C-T-v-seem   DP           Tʹ 
                the barn   4 
                         T            vP 
                    #   4 
                     T-v-seem    v           VP 
                            #  4 
                             v-seem    V            vP 
                                     seem       3 
                                               Op        vP 
	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	4 
                                                   DP          vʹ 
	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	# 
                                                            shout Op 
 
In this structure, the v phase head does not move in the embedded clause, so that Op 
in the embedded clause moves to the edge of the matrix C (A-position) through the 
embedded v edge (Ā-position). Since this movement is Improper Movement, the 
derivation in (42) is ruled out. 
 In this section, I presented my proposal and analysis of the basic QI, QI with 
finite complements, and QI with raising predicates. 
 
3.4 QI with Control Predicates 
 In this section, we will see how the proposed analysis can account for the contrast 
between EC and PC predicates that we have seen in the introduction. The first case of 
QI with control predicates is the QI with EC predicates: 
 
 (43)   ? “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried to shout John. [= (10a)] 
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In (43), an EC predicate try undergoes QI. The proposed analysis gives VP in (43) the 
following structure : 
 
 (44)            VP 
        4 
       V            vP 
      try     4 
           PROᵢ           vʹ 
                    4 
                   v            VP 
                           4 
                          V           Op 
                        shout 
 
In (44), EC predicate try takes as its complement a vP consisting of a subject, shout 
and Op. Next, the embedded V head, shout, undergoes Head Movement to the matrix 
V try, through embedded v. The matrix v then merges, and this complex head try-v-
shout raises to the matrix v. The sentence finally has the structure as in (45):  
 
 (45)         CP 
    4 
   Op           Cʹ 
        qp 
       C                   TP 
  $       4 
   C-T-v-try-v-shout     DP           Tʹ 
                  Johnᵢ    4 
                          T            vP 
                     #     3 
                  T-v-try-v-shout  Johnᵢ       vʹ 
                                      wo 
                                      v              VP 
                                 #     ei 
                                v-try-v-shout    V            vP 
                                           #  $ 
                                           try-v-shout  PROᵢ v-shout Op 
 
In (45), the complex head [T-v-try-v-shout] moves to C. As in the basic QI pattern, the 
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v phase is also extended to the matrix C in this structure; therefore, Op can move to 
the edge of the matrix C directly.  
 Now we turn to the case with PC predicates. One of the examples of QI with PC 
predicates in (9) is repeated here:  
 
 (46)   * “Look at me. I’m still here!” wished to shout John. [= (9b)] 
 
In (46), the PC predicate wish is inverted along with its infinitival complement, leading 
to ungrammaticality. The proposed analysis gives the sentence in (46) the VP structure 
in (47):  
 
 (47)                    VP 
            qp 
           V                   CP 
    %   wo 
    wish-[C-to-v-shout] C               TP 
                 $    4 
                  C-to-v-shout   PROᵢ           Tʹ 
                                         4 
                                        T            vP 
                                    #   # 
                                    to-v-shout    v-shout Op 
 
In (47), the matrix verb wish takes a CP complement, and the embedded verb shout 
undergoes Head Movement. The sentence finally has the following CP structure:  
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 (48)         CP 
    4 
   Op           Cʹ 
        qp 
       C                   TP 
  $       4 
  C-T-v-wish-        DP            Tʹ 
   C-to-v-shout    Johnᵢ   5 
                         T               vP 
                   $     3 
                   T-v-wish-      Johnᵢ       vʹ 
                     C-to-v-shout     qp 
                                    v                  VP 
                              $    % 
                               v-wish-          wish-C-to-v-shout Op 
                                C-to-v-shout  
 
In this case, the complex head to-v-shout crosses the clause-boundary of the embedded 
clause, and therefore this derivation is ruled out by the restriction on Head Movement 
in (30). Thus, the proposed analysis accounts for the QI where control predicates 
accompanied by their complements are inverted. 
 We now turn to the cases where control predicates are inverted, leaving their 
complements behind. As shown in the introduction, EC predicates cannot be inverted, 
leaving their complements after the subject:  
 
 (49)  ?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried John to shout. [= (6b)] 
 
According to the proposed analysis, the sentence in (49) has the underlying vP 
structure in (50): 
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 (50)            vP 
        4 
       DP           vʹ 
      Johnᵢ    4 
              v            VP 
                      4 
                     V            vP 
                           % 
                            PROᵢ v-shout Op 
 
In (50), as I assumed in section 2, an EC predicate try takes a vP complement. Notice 
that in this·case, only the matrix V try undergoes Head Movement to the matrix C, and 
hence the embedded v phase does not extend:  
 
(51)       CP 
   4 
  Op           Cʹ 
         4 
        C            TP 
    #   3 
     C-T-v-try   DP       Tʹ 
               John 4 
                   T            vP 
               #  4 
                T-v-try    DP           vʹ 
                         John     4 
                                 v            VP 
                            #    3 
                               v-try      V         vP 
                                        try     3 
                                             Op         vP 
                                                 % 
                                                  PROᵢ v-shout Op 
 
In (51), Op moves through the edge of the embedded vP to the edge of the matrix CP. 
Given that the edge of the embedded vP is an Ā-position, and that the edge of the 
matrix CP is an A-position in QI context, the movement of Op in this case is an instance 
of Improper Movement, hence the ungrammaticality. 
 Now let us consider how our analysis explains the same pattern with PC 
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predicates. QI with PC predicates is also ruled out when the predicate alone is inverted, 
as we saw in the introduction: 
 
 (52)   * “Look at me. I’m still here!” wished John to shout. [= (5b)] 
 
Under the proposed analysis, PC predicate wish takes CP as its complement. In the 
case of (52), only wish undergoes inversion, and therefore the predicate in embedded 
clause does not move, as in (53): 
 
(53)          vP 
     4 
    Johnᵢ          vʹ 
            4 
           v            VP 
       #   3 
         v-wish    V        CP 
                 wish    3 
                       Op         CP 
                             4 
                            C            TP 
                                    4 
                                  PROᵢ           Tʹ 
                                             3 
                                            T         vP 
                                           to    $ 
                                                Op v-shout Op 
 
In (53), since V head shout in the embedded clause moves only to the closest v, the v 
phase does not extend in the embedded clause. Notice that in this case, Op moves 
through the embedded v edge (Ā-position) and the embedded C edge (Ā-position). 
(53) leads to the structure in (54):  
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 (54)       CP 
    
  Op           Cʹ 
        wo 
       C               TP 
  $   5 
   C-T-v-wish   DP              Tʹ 
               Johnᵢ   qp 
                      T                   vP 
                $      5 
                  T-v-wish       Johnᵢ             vʹ 
                                   % 
                                   v-wish [CP Op PROᵢ to Op v-shout Op] 
 
In (54), the matrix V wish moves to C, and thereby the edge of v phase is extended to 
the edge of C. Then the Op moves from the edge of the embedded C to the edge of the 
matrix C in one fell swoop. This movement is, however, an instance of Improper 
Movement: The Op moves from an Ā-position (the edge of the embedded C) to an A-
position (the edge of the matrix C). This Op movement makes this derivation 
ungrammatical. 
 In this section, we have verified that our proposal correctly captures the facts 
about QI with control predicates taking infinitival complements. In the next section, 
we will extend our analysis to QI with gerundive complements.  
 
3.5 Gerundive Complements 
 In this section, we will explore further consequences of our analysis, namely, 
extending our analysis to QI with control predicates taking gerundive complements. 
 QI with control predicates taking -ing complements, as exemplified in (55) and 
(56), has been hitherto unnoticed in the literature. (55) and (56) show that in QC, 
control predicates (e.g. try, begin) can take -ing complements, as in (55a) and (56a), 
whereas in QI, control predicates cannot appear with gerundive complements, as 
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shown in (55b, c) and (56b, c):  
 
 (55) a.  ? “Look at me. I’m still here!” John tried shouting. 
  b. ?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried John shouting. 
  c.  * “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried shouting John. 
 (56) a.  ? “Look at me. I’m still here!” John began shouting. 
  b. ?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” began John shouting. 
  c.  * “Look at me. I’m still here!” began shouting John. 
 
 Assuming that the -ing complement of try is a gerund, I follow Baker (2005) in 
that the gerundive morpheme is a functional category and blocks Incorporation (Head 
Movement). To support his analysis, Baker shows that in Mapudungun, Incorporation 
can optionally take place with verbs, but cannot with the gerundive affix n: 
 
 (57) a.   Kim-la-n ülkantu-n [Mapudungun] 
     Know-NEG-1sS sing-GER 
     ‘I don’t know how to sing.’ (Lit. ‘I don’t know singing’) 
  b. * Kim-ülkantu-n-la-n 
     Know-sing-GER-NEG-1sS 
     ‘I don’t know how to sing.’ 
  c.   Kim-ülkantu- la-n 
     Know-sing- NEG-1sS 
     ‘I don’t know how to sing.’ 
        (Baker (2005: 13)) 
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(57c) shows that when the gerund affix does not occur, the Incorporation of the 
embedded verb is possible. In contrast, (57b) illustrates that whenever the gerund affix 
appears, incorporation is blocked.10 Baker proposes the structure like (58) for nominal 
gerunds:  
 
 (58)            DP 
        4 
       DP           Dʹ 
      Chris    4 
              D           GerP 
              -’s      4 
                    Ger           VP 
                    -ing    %	
                          criticize Mary harshly 
(Baker (2005: 10)) 
 
In (58), gerund -ing takes VP, and optionally vP or AspP, as its complement and 
complements to the D head -’s. However, it is argued in the literature that gerundive 
complements of some control predicates can not have possessors: 
 
 (59)    I tried (*my) visiting a registered doctor. (Cable (2004: 7)) 
 
 In this paper, we then assume that -ing complements of try do not contain 
possessive D heads. We also follow Alexiadou (2005: 149) in that verbal gerunds 
involve AspP and vP, which is supported by the following fact:  
 
 (60)    John tried intentionally avoiding accidents. 
 
In (60), an agent-oriented adverb intentionally can modify the gerundive complement 
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of try. Assume with Anagnostopoulou (2003) that agent-oriented adverbs are adjoined 
to the projections introducing external arguments. Then (60) suggests that the 
gerundive complement of try involves the external argument introducer v. 
 Based upon these assumptions, the sentence in (55a) has the underlying vP 
structure as in (61):  
 
 (61)            vP 
        4 
       DP           vʹ 
      John   5 
             v               VP 
        #     4 
           v-try       V           GerP 
                     try       4	
                            Ger          AspP 
                            -ing      4 
                                   Asp           vP 
                                          % 
                                          Op . . . v-shout Op 
 
In (61), the matrix V try takes Ger(und)P, and in the GerP, V shout moves to v. Given 
(61), let us consider (55b), repeated here in (62).  
 
 (62)  ?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried John shouting. [= (55)] 
 
The proposed analysis gives (62) the following structure: 
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 (63)         CP 
     4 
    Op            Cʹ 
          5 
         C               TP 
     #     4 
     C-T-v-try     DP           Tʹ 
                  Johnᵢ   4 
                         T            vP 
                    #   4 
                      T-v-try   Johnᵢ          vʹ 
                                        4 
                                       v            VP 
                                  #   4 
                                     v-try     V           GerP 
                                             try   # 
                                                   Op . . . shouting Op 
 
In (63), the embedded v phase head does not move, so that no Phase Extention occur. 
Then, Op in the embedded clause moves to the edge of the matrix C (A-position), 
touching down on the embedded v phase edge (Ā-position) in the GerP; the Op 
movement in (63) induces Improper Movement, and hence (62) is ruled out.  
 Next, let us turn to the case where control predicates and their complements are 
both fronted, as in (55c), repeated in (64). According to the proposed analysis, the 
sentence in (64) has the structure as in(65):  
 
 (64)  * “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried shouting John. [= (55c)] 
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 (65)        CP 
    4 
   Op           Cʹ 
       qp 
      C                   TP 
  %     4 
   C-T-v-tried-         DP          Tʹ 
  -ing-Asp-v-shout  Johnᵢ  5 
                        T                vP 
                %    3 
                 T-v-tried-         Johnᵢ      . . . 
                  -ing-Asp-v-shout    qp 
                                    V                  GerP 
                          #  # 
                          try-[-ing-Asp-v-shout]   [-ing-Asp-v-shout] Op 
 
In (65), Head Movement of shouting occurs in the GerP, and the complex head [ing-
Asp-v-shout] moves out of the embedded GerP. This Head Movement is blocked by 
the gerund affix -ing, and therefore (64) is ruled out. 
 In this section, we extended our analysis to QI with control predicates taking 
gerundive clauses, and showed that the proposed analysis correctly captures their 
grammaticality. 
 
3.6 Problems with Previous Analyses of QI 
 Before concluding this chapter, this section shows that the proposed analysis is 
superior to the previous analyses. In the literature, three lines of approaches have been 
proposed: the first approach assumes that subjects undergo covert movement in QI, 
the second one, that VP fronting involves in QI, and the third one, that verbal heads 
move to T or C. In the following subsections, I will critically review these approaches 
one by one. 
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3.6.1 Covert Subject Movement Approach: Arano (2014) 
 Arano’s (2014) proposal is apparently similar to my proposal with respect to 
Feature Inheritance (Chomsky (2008)). First, he proposes a version of Feature 
Inheritance in which C transmits P(erson)-features and Tense features to T, but not 
Number-features, which are directly generated on T: 
 
 (66)      C    . . .    T    →    C    . . .    T 
     [P, Tense]        [N]       [P, Tense]     [P, N, Tense] 
                             1         : 
                             z-----m 
 
In (66), the left hand of the arrow indicates that the P and Tense features originate on 
the C head, and the right hand indicates that they are inherited by the T head. 
 Second, for QI, he proposes that these Person-features and Tense features are not 
inherited by T heads in QI: 
 
 (67)    “ . . . “    C     [TP    T    . . .   ] 
             [P, Tense]        [N] 
              1         : 
              z--_--m 
 
 In addition to these proposals, he makes the following assumptions. First, he 
assumes that in the copy theory of movement, a lower copy will be pronounced when 
a higher copy must not be pronounced due to the requirements imposed by the PF 
interface, following Bobaljik (2002), Bošković (2002), and Nunes (2004). Second, he 
assumes that the tense affix is on C bearing Tense features, and that the tense affix as 
a bound morpheme (following Chomsky (1957)) merges with an adjacent verb at PF 
(morphological merger). Finally, he posits a functional projection XP immediately 
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above vP and verbal elements move to X. According to these proposals and 
assumptions, he analyzes QI, as shown in (65):  
 
 (68) a.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” shouted the barn. 
  b.  [CP Quote C [TP T [XP shout [vP the barn v [VP V tQuote ]]]]] 
             z-z--------m 
                        Agree 
 
According to his proposal, C does not pass down its Tense and Person features toT in 
QI. C and T therefore agree with the barn each, as in (68b). Then the barn moves to 
Spec,TP to satisfy the EPP requirement:  
 
 (69)   [CP Quote C [TP  T [XP shout [vP the barn v [VP V tQuote ]]]]] 
                     :                     1 
                     z------------m 
                         ‘Covert’ Movement 
 
In (69), the barn moves to Spec,TP but its copy in Spec,vP is pronounced. In this sense, 
its movement is ‘covert’. If the barn in Spec,TP were pronounced, morphological 
merger of tense affix on the matrix C and verbs would be blocked, as illustrated in 
(70). The lower copy, i.e., the barn in Spec,vP, is hence pronounced:  
 
 (70) a.    [CP Quote  C[T, P] [TP the barn T [XP shout [vP  v [VP V tQuote ]]]]] 
               z------_-----m 
  b.   [CP Quote  C[T, P] [TP  T [XP shout [vP the barn v [VP V tQuote ]]]]] 
               z------√-----m 
 
 His analysis cannot capture QI with exhaustive control predicates, assuming the 
restructuring structure for exhaustive control predicates, as in (68b) (= (25a)):  
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 (71) a. ? “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried to shout John. [= (10a)] 
 
  b.           VP 
        4 
       VEC           vP 
       try      4 
             PRO            vʹ 
                      $ 
                        v-shout Op 
 
  c.        CP 
      3 
     Op        Cʹ 
           3 
          C         TP 
         [T, P]    3 
               DP       Tʹ 
                3 
                    T         XP 
                    [N]  4 
                       X            vP 
                   #   3 
                     X-v-try    DP       vʹ 
                             Johnᵢ 4 
                                   v            VP 
                              #    3 
                                 v-try      V         vP 
                                          try  % 
                                               PROᵢ v-shout Op 
 
In (71b), the matrix verb try takes a vP complement. In (71c), try moves to the head X, 
and the subject John moves to Spec,TP, but John is pronounced in Spec,vP, so that the 
tense affix on the head C can undergo morphological merger with the complex V head 
X-v-try. As this structure indicates, Arano’s analysis cannot derive the word order in 
(71a). Another problem arises in the following example:  
 
 (72)  ?* “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried John to shout. [= (6b)] 
 
In this case, as we have seen in (49) through ) above, only the matrix predicate try 
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moves out of the complex verb try to shout. As in (71c), try moves to the head X, 
yielding the string tried John to shout. Thus, Arano’s analysis wrongly predicts that 
(72) would be grammatical.  
 His analysis faces further problems. First, as acknowledged by Arano himself, a 
question arises as to why the intermediate copy of the subject the barn cannot be 
pronounced in QI with raising predicates as in (73):  
 
 (73)   * “Look at me...,” seemed the barn to shout. [= (3b)] 
 
In (73), the verb seem is adjacent to C, and hence Arano’s analysis would predict that 
(73) is grammatical. The ungrammaticality of (73) therefore requires further 
explanation. 
 Second, a similar problem also arises in the examples of QI with partial control 
predicates: 
 
 (74)   * “Look at me. I’m still here!” wished John to shout. [= (5b)] 
 
In (74), the verb wish is adjacent to C, and hence (74) would be grammatical. The 
ungrammaticality of (74) needs further explanation. 
 My proposed structure shares with Arano (2014) an idea that C heads keep Tense 
and Agreement features, but there is a crucial difference; Arano appeals to Copy 
Pronunciation and Morphological Merger, while my proposal appeals to Head 
Movement and Improper Movement. As we have seen in the previous sections, our 
proposal can correctly capture the grammaticality of these examples, whereas Arano’s 
(2014) proposal cannot.  
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3.6.2 VP Fronting Approach: Bruening (2016) 
 Let us turn to Bruening’s (2016) VP fronting approach to QI. where fronted verbs 
in QI are derived by preposing of the complement of T to Spec,CP: 
 
 (75) a.   [CP Quote [VoiceP SUBJ Voice [VP V Quote]] C [TP SUBJ T [VoiceP … ]]] 
 
  b.               CP 
         ru 
      Quote                 CP 
                ei 
             AspP                        Cʹ 
         ei               3 
        had        VoiceP            C         TP 
                 ru                ru 
               NP      Voice             NP       Tʹ 
              Bob     ru         Bob    3 
                   Voice       VP             T       AspP 
                   said    3                    
                         	 V       Quote                  	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	  	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	  said                           
                                                     	
 
In (75b), AspP, the complement of T, moves to Spec,CP, and the Quote, to the outer 
Spec,CP. 
 He further proposes the constraint on linear order that dictates that where the 
head C requires Subject-Auxiliary Inversion (SAI), tensed verbs must be linearly 
adjacent to the leftmost element in TP: 
 
 (76)    Align V-C 
        Align (Comp-C*, L, Vtense, L/R) 
        (The left edge of the complement of C* (i.e., TP) must be aligned with  
        an edge of Vtense.) 
        C*: Complementizers that require Subject-Auxiliary Inversion 
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He argues that this Alignment constraint holds with QI, SAI, and So-inversion: 
 
 (77)    Quotative Inversion11 
  a.   “We must do this again,” said [TP the guests to Sam]. 
  b. ? “Yippee!” has said [TP Gil on more than one occasion]. 
      (Bruening (2016: 134, 124)) 
 (78)    Subject-Auxiliary Inversion 
  a.  * What [TP the leprechaun ate]? 
  b.  What did [TP the leprechaun ate]? 
      (Bruening (2016: 144)) 
 (79)    So-Inversion 
     Or so has said [TP an anonymous Obama official]
      (Bruening (2016: 121)) 
 
Through (77) to (79), tensed verbs are linearly adjacent to the TP boundary in 
grammatical examples. 
 With these proposals, he explains the Transitivity restriction exemplified in (80): 
 
 (80) a.   “What’s on?” John asked Mary. 
  b. * “What’s on?” asked John Mary. 
  c.   “What’s on?” asked John of Mary. 
      (Collins & Branigan (1997: 20-21)) 
 
In (80c), there appears a PP in addition to the subject, and the sentence is grammatical, 
whereas in (80b), where NP object Mary occurs in addition to the subject, the sentence 
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is ungrammatical. 
 Align V-C excludes the strings “What’s on?” asked of Mary John, where a PP 
of Mary linearly intervenes between the tensed verb and TP left edge. He assumes with 
Landau (2007) that post-subject elements (e.g., of Mary in (80c)) are late adjoined to 
the lower copy of moved verb phrase. In QI with post-subject NP objects as in (80b), 
those NPs are arguments and therefore cannot be late-adjoined. Thus Bruening’s 
analysis can derive the Transitivity restriction. On the other hand, in QI with PP 
elements as in (80c), PP elements are assumed to be optional elements, adjunct, on the 
basis of vP ellipsis data, and hence can undergo late-adjunction to the lower vP copy. 
 Attractive though this analysis seems, there are two kinds of problematic case for 
Align V-C, which undermine the validity of Bruening’s approach. The first case comes 
from QI with raising predicates: 
 
 (81) a.   “Look at me. I’m still here!” seemed to shout loudly the barn. 
  b.  “ . . . ” [VoiceP seemed to shout loudly] [TP the barn . . .].  
 
In (81), (i) the tensed verb seemed is not aligned with TP edge, and (ii) the adverb 
loudly intervenes between main verb shout and the left edge of TP. This is clearly 
violating Align V-C, but grammatical. 
 The second case concernes with the restriction on control predicate. As noted 
above, QI is compatible with exhaustive control predicates: 
 
 (82) a.   “Look at me. I’m still here!” tried to shout John. [= (10a)] 
  b.  “Look at me. I’m still here!” began to shout John.  [= (10b)] 
  c.   “ . . . ” [VoiceP tried/began to shout] [TP John . . .]. 
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(82a, b) shows exhaustive control predicates like try, begin can occur in QI 
constructions. According to Bruening’s analysis, (82a, b) have the structure in (82c). 
In (82c), tensed verbs (underlined) are not adjacent to the TP edge, which Bruening’s 
analysis wrongly predicts to be ungrammatical. 
 As we have seen in the previous sections, our proposal can correctly capture the 
grammaticality of these examples. 
 
3.6.3 Head Movement Approach: Kobayashi (2018) 
 The head movement approach is the traditional approach defended by many 
researchers. As the most recent analysis, we will consider Kobayashi’s (2018) 
approach. Kobayashi follows Tanaka (2011: 183-185) in that the modification relation 
is formed between elements within a single transferred domain and Ā-movement can 
leave contentful copies, and proposes that the main verb and the null quotative operator 
must be within a single transferred domain. 
 Kobayashi assumes that the quote itself adjoins to CP and receive the same index 
with a quotative operator, which he takes to be an adjunct on the basis of the following 
examples: 
 
 (83) a.   “I don’t know,” he shrugged. 
  b.  “Right,” nodded Henry. 
 (84) a.   “That’s not my fault,” Charlie shook his head. 
  b.  “We’re just friend, Mother,” she gave that little laugh and smiled the  
     charming smile that hid the pure will. 
      (Kobayashi (2018: 157)) 
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(83) shows that intransitive verbs which require no internal arguments can appear with 
quotes, and (84) shows that transitive verbs can take both their objects and additional 
quotes, suggesting that quotes are not selected by verbs. 
  Kobayashi also assumes that quotes which appear in sentence-initial positions 
convey the meaning of say. He further assumes, following Chomsky (1995), that 
auxiliaries have and be are semantically vacuous and therefore can raise to T heads, 
and assumes with Gyoda (1999) that main verbs in quotative constructions are light in 
meaning just as have and be. 
 With these assumptions and proposal, Kobayashi analyzes Quotative 




 (85) a.   “We haven’t had that spirit here since 1969,” the captain said. 
 
  b.       CP 
     4  
    OPquote        Cʹ 
            4 
           C[EF]         TP 
                 5 
               DP               Tʹ 
          $    4 
           the captain     T[EPP]        v*P 
                                  4 
                                 tOPquote      v*P 
                                         4 
                                        tsubj          v*ʹ 
                                                4 
                                             said[EF]         VP 
                                                        3 
                                                       tV         tOPquote 
 
(Kobayashi (2018: 159)) 
 
 
In (85), dotted lines are indicating Transfer domain. In QC, the quotative operator is 
base-generated in the complement position of the main verb as an adjunct, and then 
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moves to Spec,CP. Assumes that Ā-copies are contentful unlike A-copies (Chomsky 
(1995)). Then the modification relation between the main verb and the operator is 
successfully established in their base-positions. 
 Next, let us see how QI is derived in his analysis.  
 
 (86) a.   “We haven’t had that spirit here since 1969,” the captain said. 
 
  b.       CP 
     4  
    OPquote        Cʹ 
            4 
           C[EF]         TP 
          said   5 
               DP               Tʹ 
          $    4 
           the captain     T[EPP]        v*P 
                                   4 
                                  tsubj          v*ʹ 
                                          4 
                                         tV            VP 
                                                   # 
                                                       tV 
(Kobayashi (2018: 160)) 
 
In (86), dotted lines are indicating Transfer domains. In QI, the quotative operator is 
base-generated in Spec,CP, and the main verb therefore moves to C and appears in the 
same Transfer domain with OPquote in order to form the modification interpretation 
with the operator. 
 As shown above, Kobayashi’s analysis correctly explains the simpl case of QI. 
However, his analysis bears some problems as well. The first one concerns with 
parasitic gaps. According to his analysis of QI, the quotative operator is base-generated 
in Spec,CP, i.e., no operator movement is involved. This predicts that parasitic gaps 
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(PGs) are not licensed in QI. assuming that PGs are licensed by Ā-movement 
(Chomsky and Lasnik (1993: 536)). This prediction, however, is not borne out:  
 The next problem comes from passivization of Quotes. Kobayashi proposes that 
the quotative operator is an adjunct to V. Adjuncts generally resist passivization: 
 
 (87) a.   The children talked all night. 
  b. * All night was talked by the children. 
      (Sheikh (2013:24)) 
 
In (87), the adjunct all night cannot be passivized. This fact suggests that the quotative 
operator in QC and QI also cannot undergo passivization. However, this prediction is 
not borne out: 
 
 (88)    “John called us” was repeated over and over by the witness. 
      (Collins and Branigan (1997:36)) 
 
In (88), the quote is successfully passivized. 
 The proposed analysis in this chapter assumes that the quotative operator is base-
generated in A-position and moves to the position bearing Ā as well as A properties; 
Passivization and PGs are therefore not problematic to our analysis. 
 In this section, I have pointed out some problems with previous analyses, which 
our analysis can solve successfully. 
 
3.7 Conclusion 
 In this chapter, I have presented the contrast between Quotative Inversions with 
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Exhaustive Control predicates and those with Partial Control predicates. Assuming 
that Exhaustive Control predicates are restructuring predicates, I have argued that 
Exhaustive Control predicates take vP complements, whereas Partial Control 
predicates take CP complements. Based on this structural difference of 
Exhaustive/Partial Control predicates, I have attributed ungrammatical cases of 
Quotative Inversions with control predicates to violation of Improper Movement 
and/or Head Movement. I have also shown that the same analysis can be extended to 
QI with control predicates taking gerundive complements. 
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Notes to Chapter 3 
 
* This chapter is a revised and extended version of Hirokawa (2020). 
 
1. Although I classify begin as a control verb in (7), it has been argued since 
Perlmutter (1970) that begin is ambiguous between raising and control predicates. 
Even if begin is actually a raising predicate, I suggest that the analysis for the raising 
verb seem in section 3.3 also holds for begin. 
 
2. Collins (1997: 40) and Suñer (2000: 549) also point out the same example as in 
(9a). 
 
3. We do not further detail Wurmbrand’s discussion on ΣP, CC and SCR since they 
are not necessary for our discussion. We refer the interested reader to the original 
discussion in Wurmbrand (2014b). 
 
4. Following Richards (2010), I tentatively assume that to in EC and raising 
complements is not T head, but it is inserted between matrix and embedded verbs at 
the syntax-phonology interface. I accordingly omit to in syntactic structures of EC and 
raising complements presented in the chapter. There are other possibilities concerning 
the analysis of to. Wurmbrand (2001: 109-115) assumes that to occurs just as part of 
embedded V head, Pullum (1982) and Levine (2012) argue that infinitival to is a non-
finite auxiliary verb, and Čakányová and Emonds (2017) propose that it is an instance 
of v head. In this chapter, I leave open the question of exactly what category infinitival 
to belongs to, for future research. 
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5. For the similar proposal that Feature Inheritance leaves copies, see Ouali (2008) 
and Kanno (2013), among others. Ouali considers three logical possibilities of Feature 
Inheritance: DONATE, KEEP, and SHARE. In the option of DONATE, C transfers the 
features to T, in KEEP, C does not transfer the features, and in SHARE, C transfers the 
features to T but also keeps a copy. Kanno proposes that feature inheritance is the 
operation whereby features are successive-cyclically inherited, leaving their copies 
behind. 
 
6. For other featural approaches to the A/Ā-distinction, see van Urk (2015). 
 
7. Anonymous reviewers of Studies in English Literature pointed out the possibility 
of the agreement between the C bearing φ-feature and Op in Spec,CP. However, since 
English is a poorly inflectional language and does not show complementizer 
agreement phenomena, it requires further research on other languages to test the 
possibility. Regarding this issue, one of the reviewers kindly informed me of the 
following examples: 
 
 (i) a.  * That the Giants would win the World Series, I hoped. 
       (Alrenga (2005: 204)) 
  b.  * That the Giants would win the World Series was hoped. 
       (Alrenga (2005: 203)) 
  c.   “It’s going to be fine tomorrow,” hoped John. 
 
In (i), Topicalization (ia) and passivization (ib) of the complement to hope is 
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impossible, whereas QI (ic) is possible. The reviewer suggests that since the sentential 
complement to hope does not bear Case and its Ā-movement presupposes Case, the 
contrast between (ia) and (ic) indicates that QI is distinguished from usual Ā-
movement in that the former does not require Case. The reviewers also suggested that 
since the sentential subject cannot bear nominative Case that T assigns in (ib), the 
contrast between (ib) and (ic) means that the quotes in QI do not bear Case. This 
evidence implies that Spec,CP in QI is neither a bona fide Ā-position nor a Case 
receiving position. As Spec,CP has A-position status and quotative Operators do not 
receive Case in the proposed analysis, the examples in (i) might support the analysis 
presented in the chapter. Further investigation of the syntactic properties of Spec,CP 
in QI is of course necessary. 
 
8. Given that the matrix Spec,CP is an A-position, it would be predicted that the 
quotative operator movement does not license parasitic gaps (PGs) since PGs are 
licensed by Ā-movement (Chomsky and Lasnik (1993: 536)). This prediction is, 
however, not borne out: 
 
 (i) a.   “I am so happy,” Mary thought without actually saying. 
  b. ? “I am so happy,” thought Mary without actually saying. 
      (adapted from Branigan and Collins (1993: 6)) 
 
In (i), both QC and QI licences PG, contrary to the prediction. This example seems to 
be problematic for the proposal in this chapter. One potential solution might be to 
assume that the matrix C in QI has both A- and Ā-properties, due to its categorial status 
of C and the φ-feature on it. Some researchers, in fact, independently argue for the 
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movement bearing both A- and Ā-properties (see Longenbaugh (2017) for an analysis 
of English tough-movement, van Urk (2015) for Dinka). I leave this problem open for 
future research. 
 
9. Anonymous reviewers of Studies in English Literature pointed out that the 
following examples would be problematic if fronted verbs are formed by Head 
Movement: 
 
 (i)    “Look at me. I’m still here!” [seemed on some occasions to shout] the  
     barn. (Arano (2014: 25, fn.1), brackets added by author) 
 (ii)    “I don’t love you anymore,” said/*had said/*was saying the little kid. 
      (Suñer (2000: 559)) 
 
For (i), it is problematic for Head Movement approaches to QI in general since the 
phrasal element on some occasions appears in the middle of a complex head seemed 
to shout. One possibility is that this phrasal adjunct is inserted post-syntactically, as 
proposed in Piggott and Travis (2013, 2017). However, I leave this problem for future 
research. 
 The examples in (ii), on the other hand, seem to be unproblematic for my 
proposal, since Bruening (2016) provides similar, but acceptable examples: 
 
 (iii) a.  ? “Yippee!” has said Gil on more than one occasion. 
  b. ? “Yes,” had responded Gil before I had even finished. 
      (Bruening (2016: 124)) 
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This suggests that auxiliary verbs can potentially appear in QI. I leave the variability 
in judgments for future research. 
 
10. Anonymous reviewers of Studies in English Literature raised the question of 
why to in infinitival complements to EC and raising predicates does not block Head 
Movement, while gerundive -ing does. One possibility is that to does not block Head 
Movement since to is inserted at the syntax-phonology interface, as suggested by 
Richards (2010), which I mentioned in note 2. 
 
11. Following Julien (2001) and Stowell (2007, 2008), Bruening assumes that active 










 In this thesis, I have investigated syntactic relationships between multiple clauses 
occurring in Comparative Correlative and Quotative Inversion constructions in Eng-
lish. 
 In Chapter 2, I have investigated the syntax and derivation of English Compara-
tive Correlatives and proposed a new hybrid analysis where the first clause is base-
generated in the surface position in some cases, and in other cases, it is base-generated 
in the complement position of the verb in the second clause and subsequently moves 
to the surface position. I have shown that the proposed analysis can correctly account 
for the conflicting observations regarding where the first clause is base-generated. Spe-
cifically, I have demonstrated that the movement derivation, where the first clause is 
base-generated in the second clause and then moves to the surface position, accounts 
for the cases of variable binding, So-inversion, and argumenthood of C1. On the other 
hand, I have shown that the base-generation derivation, where the first clause is base-
generated in the surface position, correctly captures the facts concerning extraction out 
of the first clause and Strong Crossover.  
 In Chapter 3, I have considered the syntax and derivation of Quotative Inversion. 
It has been assumed in the literature that the Quotative Inversion disallows complex 
sentences involving the verbs taking clausal complements: both verbs with finite 
clausal complements, and verbs with non-finite clausal complements. I have, however, 




undergo Quotative Inversion along with their infinitival complements. To account for 
the contrast, I have revealed that exhaustive control verbs are, but partial control pred-
icates are not, compatible with Quotative Inversion. Assuming that Exhaustive Control 
predicates are restructuring predicates, I have also argued that Exhaustive Control 
predicates take vP complements, whereas Partial Control predicates take CP comple-
ments. With these assumptions on control predicates, I have attributed ungrammatical 
cases of Quotative Inversions with control predicates to violation of Improper Move-
ment and/or Head Movement. I have also shown that the same analysis can be ex-
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